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Series introduction
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understanding the broader context of public administration or, further, the social
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and their relationships. The series of volumes of which this book is a part addresses

these various issues. Beginning with a discussion of the contested relationship
between the individual and the state, the politics of administration is set within
the debate over liberalism, Marxism and critical theory, and the nature of the crisis
of the modern state. The impact of this crisis on public administration is then
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of the administrative context e curriculum and of evaluation. Finally, a discussion
of the dialectical nature of educational administration is presented.
The introductory essay of each volume is a digest of current debate and a contribution to it. So that readers may enter that debate rapidly key readings are
appended, as is an annotated bibliography of key works in the field. We hope
that this presentation of the debate will encourage others to join in the exploration
of such issues in educational administration.

Richard J Bates
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Introduction
The study of public administration is a study of both politics and organisation. Traditionally these two aspects have been regarded as conceptually,

if not practically, distinct. The foundations of the field are laid on the
dichotomies that flow from this distinction: those of fact and value, ends
and means, charisma and rationality, policy and execution, democracy and
management. So deeply engrained are these divisions within the field that
Heady, after an extensive review of public administration in various cultures
could claim that:
With few exceptions, there is common agreement transcending differences
in political ideology, culture, and style, that bureaucracy should be basi-

cally instrumental in its operation that it should serve as agent and not
as master. It is almost universally expected that the bureaucracy be so
designed and shaped as to respond willingly and effectively to policy leader-

ship from outside its own ranks. The idea that bureaucratic officialdom,
either civil or military, or both together, should for any extended period
of time constitute the ruling class in a political system is generally rejected.
The pditical elite may include members of the civil or military bureaucracies, but should not consist exclusively or even primarily of bureaucratic
officials. Even in regimes in which a bureaucratic elite is clearly in a position
of political dominance, it will rarely claim that this is the way things should

be; instead, it will usually insir. that such a situation can be justified only
temporarily under unusual circumstances ... All agree that the state bureaucracy should be responsible to the political leadership, however intimately
it may be brought into the process of decision making by the will of the
political elite.
(Heady 1984, pp. 407-8)

This is not to say, as Heady recognises, that the apparent consensus
on the way things should be is a guarantee that they will actually be that
way. Indeed, there are grounds for believing that the distinction is a carefully sustained mythology which protects the interests of both politicians
and administrators by keeping many potentially troublesome issues out
of the public arena, effectively depoliticising them by defining them as
matters of administrative rather than political concern. This process suits
administrators and politicians alike for it depoliticises many issues which
might otherwise prove distracting for politiciins and it allows administrators
to deal with such issues on a routine basis, thus giving them greater control
over their administration and its relationship with the public. As Wilenski

puts it:
It has, however, served the purposes of both administrators and politicians
... to maintal. the myth of the separation of politics and administration
(and thus, incidentally, obscure the purposes of administrative reform). The
myth allows politicians to concentrate on electoral politics and other aspects
of their roles. It allows administrators to engage in politics and in policymaking without being held accountable politically for the outcomes of their
actions.
(Wilenski 1979, p.349)

This mythology also helps to sustain the legitimacy of politics and administration and paper over the significant tensions which arise from the oppo-

sition of the principles of democratic government and administrative
organisation. This opposition is represented in the dichotomies referred
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to above and is usually addressed through the idea of 'balance' between

political and administrative forces. Weber, in his discussions of the relationship between pond, and administration in Germany following the First

World War, was n.,:lt concerned that the `overtowering' impact of
bureaucracies was balanced by the development of a parliamentary process
which encouraged the emergence of essentially charismatic leaders capable
of instructing the administrative apparatus of the state. However, it seems

clear in retrospect that the history of public administration in the twentieth century is very much the history of the development of the 'overtowering bureaucracy' that Weber both admired and feared.
The development of administrative technique was initially concentrated
in the field of industry where it was particularly suited to the structures
of control demanded by the development of industrial capitalism (see
Braverman 1974). However, while the development of 'administrative
science' as it was to become known, was more quickly embraced by business
than by government the twin principles it promised, those of efficiency and

control, together with its claim to be the epitome of rational organisation,
made it inevitable that similar principles would be applied to public administration. Indeed the claims of bureaucracy to rationality, efficiency and
control proved irresistible. What was good for business was, it was claimed,
good for government. Woodrow Wilson, one of the earliest advocates of
a public administration based upon such principles, claimed in 1887 that
`the field of administration is a field of business' (Wilson 1953, p. 71).
The history of public administration in the twentieth century is, therefore, very much the :istory of the application and development of administrative science to the work of government. Indeed, government is more
and more identified with the state bureaucracies that investigate, shape
and direct so much of public and private life. There are grounds, therefore, for believing that the balance between politics and administration that
Weber sought through a revitalised political system has yet to be achieved.
What Weber feared, the domination of politics by administration, seems,
in the modern world, much more likely.
The failure of modern societies to develop political institutions that are
as substantial as contemporary administrative agencies is a'rnajor factor

in the crisis of the state. It is a failure that lies at the heart of the crisis
in public administration. It is a failure that lies at the heart of the crisis

in education. This monograph is an attempt to understand why this should
be so and to outline some of the attempts being made to rectify our understanding and practice of public administration, especially as it :elates to
education.

The separation of politics and administration
The need of the state for an administrative apparatus is directly derived
from the fundamental characteristic of every ,political association: that is
upon the use of force. According to Weber in 1919:
'Every state is founded on force', said Trotsky at Brest-Litovsk. That is indeed
right. If no social institutions existed which knew the use of violence, then

the concept of 'state' would be eliminated ... Of course force is certainly
m
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not the normal or the only means of the state nobody says that but force
is a means specific to the state ... a state is a human community that (successfully) claims the monopoly of the legitimate use offorce within a given territory.

(Gerth and Mills 1970, p.78)

In the modern state, suggests Wcbcr, force is exercised by politically
dominant power through two major means.
Organized domination, which calls for continuous administration, requires
that human conduct be conditioned to obedience towards those masters who
claim to be the bearers of legitimate power. On the other hand, by virtue
of this obedience, organized domination requires the control of those material
goods which in a given case are necessary for the use of physical violence
... The administrative staff, which externally represents the organization
of political domination, is, of course, like any other organization, bound
by obedience to the power-holder and not alone by the concept of legitimacy.
(Gerth & Mills 1970, p. 80)

The state requires, according to Weber, a system of continuous administration in order to maintain its organised domination of a particular ter-

ritory. Two main tasks preoccupy this administration. Firstly the
development of systematic procedures through which 'human conduct (can)

be conditioned in obedience'. Secondly, the development of systematic
means of physical violence. If the first is sufficiently effective, the second
will seldom be called into use. It is noteworthy that this system of administration is required to be neutral, or in Weber's words have a strong sense
of integrity, in relation to the directions of the power holders. That is, the
administration must be both able and willing to serve whatever masters
are elected or achieve power and be independent of the struggles for power
that are the preoccupation of would-be power holders. As the state becomes
more complex the system of continuous administration increases and stands

over and against party political struggles which Weber suggests '. .. are
struggles for the patronage of office, as well as struggles for objective goals'

(Gerth and Mills 1970, p. 87). Indeed
the development of modern officialdom into a highly qualm d, professional

labor force, specialized in expertness through long years of preparatory
training, stands opposed to all these (party political] arrangements. Modern
bureaucracy.in the interest of integnty has developed a high sense of status
honor ... And without such integrity, even the purely technical 'unctions
of the state apparatus would be endangered.
(Genii & Mills 1970, pp. 87-8)

For Wcbcr the career of the bureaucrat stands in sharp contrast to the dispensability of politicians.
The development of politics into r organization which demanded training
methods of this struggle as developed
in the struggle for power, and in
by modern party policies, deters al the separation of public functionaries
into two categories, which, however, are by no means rigidly but nevertheless distinctly sep- sued. These categories are 'administrative officials on the
one hand, and 'political' officials on the other. The 'political' officials, in the
genuine sense of the word, can regularly and externally be recognised by
the fact that they can be transferred any time at will, that they can be dis1issed, or at least temporarily withdrawn.
(Gerth & Mills 1970, p. 90)
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The role of the politician is, according to Weber, the passionate pursuit
of power; not always by the best of means. Indeed Weber in his discussion
of 'Politics as a vocation' makes much of the ethical dile:nmas involved in
pursuing worthy ends through unworthy means and of the 'irrationality'
involved in the constant conflict of beliefs in the political arena. Weber's
discussion of the difficulties of these valtie conflicts and their political resolution is largely a descriptive, even taxonomic account of various historical situations. While his accounts are both learned and interesting he fails
to provide an account of political action which is anywhere near as definitl,e
as his account of administrative action. While Weber discusses the various
ways by which politicians assert their power and legitimacy he regards the
political as an essentially irrational, emotional pursuit which he contrasts
vividly with the rationality, impartiality and integrity of administration.
For instance:
According to his proper vocation, the genuine official ... will not engage
in politics. Rather, he should engage in impartial 'administration' ... To
take a stand, to be passionate ... is the politician's element, and above all
the clement of the political leader. His conduct is subject to quite a different,
indeed, exactly the opposite, principle of responsibigty from that of thc civil
servant. The honor of the civil servant is vested in his ability to execute
conscientiously the order of the superior authorities, exactly as if the order
agreed with his own conviction. This holds even if the order appears wrong
to him and if, despite the civil servant's remonstrances, the authority insists
on thc order ....The honor of the political leader, of the leading statesman,
however, lies precisely in an exclusive personal responsibility for what he does,

a responsibility he cannot and must not reject or transfer.
(Gerth & Mills 1970, p.95)
For Weber then, there was a sharp contrast between the nature of politics
and the nature of administration. Politics was the province of power seekers

who pursued not only 'objective goals' but also the 'patronage of office'.
Even the 'objective goals' were seen by Weber as being chosen on an essentially irrational basis 'bccausc the various value spheres of the world stand
in irreconcilable conflict with each other' (Gcrth & Mills 1970, p. 147). Ultimately in the world of politics 'We1anschauungen clash, world views among
which in the end one has to make a choice' (Gerth & Mills 1970, p. 117).
Ultimately the determination of which world view is to prevail is not, in
the world of politics, a matter of rationality but of power for 'the decisive
means for politics is violence' ( Gerth & Mills 1970, p. 121). On the other
hand administration in its bureaucratic form is regarded as a significant
shift towards the application of rationality to the organisation of social lilt.
Indeed Weber in 1922 went as far as to claim that as a result of its technical superiority 'the march of bureaucracy has destroyed structures of domination which had no rational character ... '( Gerth & Mills 1970, p. 244).

In its employment of rational legal structures of rules, in its appilication
of the expertise of professionals to administrative problems, in its hierarchy

of office and its impartiality of examiniation and treatment of cases, the
bureaucracy epitomised fir Weber the notion of rationality.
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What merges from Wcber's analysis, as Maclntyrc (1981) points out,
is a sociological consequence of the philosophical inhcritancc of the Enlight-

enment and especially of its thcorics of cmpiricism on thc one hand and
trnotivism on the other. AS far as empiricism is concerned the attempt was
one °flaying bare the physiological and physical mechanisms which underlie
action' in order to develop a notion of mechanical explanation: 'a concepticr
of invariances specified by law-like generalisations' (MacIntyre 1981, p. 79).

The difficulty with such a notion it its incompatibility with any explanation of action based upon moral imperativcs. Thus as Maclntyre suggcsts
when Kant recognises that there is a deep incompatibility between any
account of actor which recognises the role of moral imperatives in governing
action and any such mechanical type of explanation, he is compelled to the
conclusion that actions obeying and embodying moral imperatives must be

from the standpoint of science inexplicable and unintelligible.
(Maclntyre 1981, p.79)

The result of the widespread acceptance of a mechanical, empiricist view

of rationality and action is thcrcfore the divorce of fact from value and
thc relegation of moral questions to a separate province of ethics dominated by the theory of emotivisn. 'Emotivism', suggcsts MacIntyre in a
useful definition, 'is thc doctrine that all evaluative judgmcnts and more
specifically all moral judgmcnts arc nothing but expressions of prcfcrcncc,
expressions of attitude or fecling, insofar as they are moral or cvaluative
moral judgments, being expresin character' (1981, p. 11). As a resuIt

sions of attitude or fecling, arc neither true nor false; and agrccmcnt in
moral judgment is not to be sccurcd by any rational method, for them arc
nonc' (1981, pp. 11-12).
It can readily be seen then that Wcber's separation of politics from administration and his application of the.dichotomies of fact and value, cnds and
moans, charisma and rationality, policy and execution, dcmocracy and

management, power and authority, arc almost inescapable outcomes of
his acccptance of thc canons of cmpiricism and emotionalism laid down
during the Enlightenment. In this Wcbcr was a creature of his times. As
well as informing Webee's work o-,ese ideas have lbrmcd thc basis of the
practicc and study of public administration from its inception.

The traditions of public administration
The academic study of public administration is an off-shoot of political
sciencc. While it cstablished its independence as a field of study in the 1920s

it h..41 its roots in an earlier period. Pcrhaps the most important essay on
blic administration of this early period, one which foreshadowed many
of thc preoccupations of thc field, was that published by Woodrow Wilson
in 1887. In this paper Wilson sought to establish the importance of the
study of public administration, to describe the main features of public

administration as it had developed in Europe and to sct out thc major
concerns that should guide the development of a'seicnec ofadministration'

in thc United Sudo.
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Beginning with a discussion of the historical enlargement of government
functions and agencies during the nineteenth century Wilson argues that
the debates of principle involved in political philosophy have to be joined
by debates over administration
The weightier debates of constitutional principle are even yet by no means
concluded; but they are no longer of more immediate practical moment than
questions of administration. It is getting to be harder to run a constitution

than to frame one

...

(Wilson

1953, p. 67)

As greater demands are placed on government and as government
responds by increasing the size and complexity of its intervention in the
everyday affairs of business, commerce and private life, so the need for
a science of administration becomes urgent.
There is scarcely a single duty of government which was once simple which
is not now complex; government once had but a few masters; it now has

scores of masters. Majorities formerly only underwent government; they
now conduct government. Where government once might follow the whims
of a court, it must now follow the views of a nation.
And those views are steadily widening to new conceptions of state duty;
so that, at the same time that the functions of government are every day
becoming more complex and difficult, they are also vastly multiplying in
number ... This is why there should be a science of administration which
shall seek to straighten the paths of government, to make its business less
unbusinesslikc, to strengthen and purify its organisation, and to crown its
duties with dutifulness. This is one reason why there is such a science.
(Wilson

1953, p. 67)

The science Wilson looked for he found in the work of 'French and
German professors', no doubt the same people who had informed Weber's
work. Indeed the distinctions Wilson draws are very much the distinctions
drawn by Weber. In particular, the empirical basis of the science of administration was seen as depending on the distinction between politics and

administration. Thus
... administration lies outside the proper sphere of politics. Administrative
questions are not political questions. Although politics sets the tasks for
administration, it should not be suffered to manipulate its offices.
(Wilson

1953, p. 72)

Once this separation is achieved then the science of administration
becomes possible. The purposes of such a science arc clear.
The object of administrative study is to rescue executive methods from the
confusion and costliness of empirical experiment and set them upon foundations laid deep in stable principle.
(Wilson 1953, p. 71)

That is, a science of administration must be developed which allows the
detection and application of universal laws of organisation which can be
applied in the name of efficient governance. Efficiency is a major purpose
and administrative officials must be scrutinised for their adherence to the
principles of public administration. However any excess of such scrutiny
will impair the efficiency of the administration and must therefore be restrained. Democracy must not be allowed to get out of hand.
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Our peculiar American difficulty in organizing administration is not the
danger of losing liberty, but the danger of not being able to separate its essentials from its accidents. Our success is made doubtful by that besetting error

of ours, the error of trying to do too much by vote ... The problem is to
make public opinion efficient without suffering it to be meddlesome. Directly
exercised, in the oversight of the daily details and in the choice of the daily

means of government, public criticism is of course a clumsy nuisance, a
rustic handling delicate machinery. But as superintending the greater forces
of formative policy alike in politics and administration, public criticism is
altogether safe and beneficent, altogether indispensable. Let administrative

study find the best means for giving public criticism this control and for
shutting it out from all other interference.
(Wilson 1953, p. 74)

As Waldo (1953) suggests, the preoccupations of Wilson's paper foreshadowed the preoccupations of public administration as a field of study.
The separation of the administrative from the political, of the laws of administration from the conflicts of politics, the appeal to efficiency and the recog-

nition of the implicit conflict between democratic and administrative
interests are all issues which recur time and time again in the study of public

administration. Indeed Wilson's paper set out the fundamental features
of the period of 'orthodoxy' in public administration which coincided with
the reform movement in American public administration.
The roots of the 'orthodox' view of public administration lay in three
major movements which developed through the early years of the twentieth century. The first of these movements was the Reform Movement
which sought to replace the 'spoils' system of local government with an
`expert' system in which competence in managing public affairs became
the major criterion for the holding of administrative office. This movement
was directed in part against the dominance of local 'bosses' and against

what was seen to be the corruption of local government. It was also
prompted by the notion, embraced by Wilson among others, that government should become more 'businesslike'. Of major importance to this shift
of public administration towards` a businesslike approach was the rise of
the second movement, that of scientific management.
While there were clearly difficulties in applying measures of productivity
and effectiveness to government agencies the promises of scientific management to 'reduce cost and increase efficiency, and its aim of replacing ignoralice and conflict with knowledge and harmony' (Waldo 1968, p. 147) were
extremely appealing to the reformists. The third, though less important
influence was the development of political science as a discipline, especially
its notion that even the apparently irrational conflict of values in the political sphere could be reduced to the lawlike generalisations of an empirical
science through observation and comparison.
In the mid 1920s textbooks began to appear which consolidated this
orthodoxy and became the basis for the teaching of public administration
in. universities. The most influential texts were those of Leonard White
(Introduction to the Study of Public Administration, 1926) and W. F. Willoughby

(Principles of Public Administration, 1927). The core beliefs represented in
these textbooks are summarised by Waldo.

7.-
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Government is divisible into two functions or processes, decision and execution. Making decisions is the realm of politics and policy making. It is
the area in which the processes of democracy arc relevant expression of
opinion, voting, organization of political parties, and so forth. Executing
decisions, however, which is the realm of administration, presents other
problems and needs other criteria. To the processes of administration the
methods of science, proved so powerful elsewhere, are relevant. The criteria
here are economy and efficiency; and economy can on close analysis be

viewed as an aspect of efficiency. Through scientific research of the
phenomena of administration we can derive principles of administration,

which simultaneously summarize what we have learned and provide formulas
ibr the efficient conduct of administration. By this process of analysis and
division we can reconcile the values of democracy with the necessities of
efficiency and science in the modern world.
(Waldo 1968, p. 148).

During the 1940s, partly as a result of widespread experience of military
or emergency organisations, it became clear that the orthodox models of
public administration, indeed those of organisations in general, were lacking

in certain key respects. The theoretical descriptions were belied by first
hand experience.
Two rather different responses to this problem emerged. The first,
represented in the work of Robert Dahl (1947) outlined three major difficulties. Firstly, it appeared that the separation of considerations of value from
considerations of technique was, in practice, extremely hard to maintain.
As a result of the 'frequent impossibility of excluding normative considerations from the problems of public administration' Dahl argued that 'the
study of public administration must be founded on some clarification of
ends' (1947, pp. 1-3). Secondly, Dahl argued that the development of
mechanical models of administrative functioning omitted a crucial dimension in the management of public affairs: that of psychological man. As
administrative structures were populated by, operated by and served human
beings it seemed to Dahl an 'inescapable fact that a science of public administration must be a study of certain aspects of human behavior' (1947, p. 4).
Thirdly, the narrowness of public administration as previously conceived
was argued to be a major limiting factor in the development of a truly
scientific perspective. Thus
The study of public administration inevitably must become a much more
broadly based discipline, resting not on a narrowly defined knowledge of
techniques and processes, but rather extending to the varying historical,
sociological, economic and other conditioning factors ...
(Dahl 1947, p. 11).

The second major response to the traditional orthodoxy was that of
Herbert Simon. Simon was the first theorist to consciously embrace the
principles oi behaviouralism and apply them to the study of organisations.
Simon was particularly critical of the previous tradition of public administration for its inadequate conception and utilisation of the scientific method.
His objective was to establish a science of administration based upon the
close empirical analysis of decision making. While arguing the incommensurability of fact and value in the positivist tradition, Simon acknowledged
that 'in practice, the separation between the ethical and the factual elements

15
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in judgment can usually be carried only a short dismace' (Simon 1976,
p. 52). As a result he argued that 'the central concern of administrative theory
is with the boundary between the rational and the nonrational aspects of human social

behavid (1976, p.xxviii). In order to resolve the dilemma presented by the
`irrational' nature of value preferences, Simon raised a particular value to
a position of dominance in administration: that of efficiency.
A valid approach to the study of administration req!' "s that all the relevant

diagnostic criteria be identified; that each adini.. -ative situation be
analyzed in terms of the entire set of criteria ... when they are, as they
usually will be, mutually incompatible ...
(Simon 1976, p. 36)

For Simon this meant that
in the design of administrative organisat- is, as in their operation, over-all
efficiency must be the guiding criterion.
(Simon 1976, p. 36).

Efficiency was to be determined, according to Simon, through the construction of 'means-ends chains' of rational decision making (1976, pp. 61f1).

The difficulty is, however, that if the distinction between fact and vi.::;,..
and the 'irrationality' of choices between values are accepted as major
premises then no matter how much empirical (even behavioural) research
is conducted choices cannot rationally be made as a result. Even the decision

to place efficiency as the prime value in administration cannot be argued
for rationally or substantiated empirically.
Simon's work, despite its major flaws, had a great deal of impact on the
study of administration though probably more in the world of business than
in the world of public administration to which it was originally addressed.
During the 1950s and 1960s the field of public administration was beset
by uncertainty. In 1968 Waldo, following a survey of the field, concluded
that
since the critical analyses of the late 1940s, Public Administration as a discipline has lacked the self-confidence and coherence of the interwar period.
Various approaches or emphases have competed, but none has succeeded
in winning the general acceptance of scholars identified with the discipline.
No new synthesis has been achieved; no new orthodoxy has replaced the
old. In general, Public Administration has grown tremendously in the sense
of accepting data, concepts, and perspectives from many sources, chiefly
the various social sciences; but it has discarded little, and no organizing
framework into which everything will fit has been achieved or, if achieved,
has not been recognized and accepted as such.
(Waldo 1968, p. 149)

Nonetheless, as Frederickson (1980a) points out, the period of the 1950s
and 1960s did contribute two other major models of social science which
had a significant impact on public administration. The first of these was
the 'institutional' model of organization and the second was that of 'human
relations'.
The institutional model was the work of a group of scholars who were
`concerned less with how to design efficient, effective or productive organizations than with how to analyze and understand existing bureaucracies'
(Frederickson 1980a, p. 39). Mosher's (1968) analysis of professionals in
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public bureaucracies; Etzioni's (1961) comparative analysis of complex
organisations and Thompson's (1967) synthesis of organisational literature
are pointed to as exemplars of this tradition. Lindbloom's (1965) defence
of this tradition (as described by Frederickson 1980a) is seen as pivotal,
arguing as it does that 'rationality [in organisations] is not only unlikely,
but undesirable', that 'bureaucracies make decisions in incremental ways,
that these decisions are bargains and compromises ... and that they move
government gradually toward vague objectives' (Frederickson 1980a, p. 40).
Lindbloom argues that this situation is the only possible one for the opera-

tion of bureaucracies in uncertain circumstances.
Only through incremental decision making can the skills of the bureaucracy

be integrated with the policy preferences and political biases of elected
officials. Therefore, implementation of a rational model is both empirically
naive and morally indefensible. It makes of decision theorists an elite who

substitute their findings for the prejudices and preferences of elected
representatives.

(Frederickson 1980a, p. 40)

Critics of this point of view suggest that it is really nothing more than an
elaborate apology for the 'muddling through' of public bureaucracies disguised as empirical research.
The institutional movement was, however, quite serious in its attempt
to provide an empirical description of institutional processes. That it was
weakest at the point where it shifted from description to prescription should
not surprise us as the empiricist acceptance of the mutual distinctiveness
of fact and value and the characterisation of value choices as somehow 'irra-

tional' has been the major stumbling block of research and theory lying
within the positivist tradition.
A similar problem bedevilled the 'human relations' movement. While
this movement took seriously Dahl's suggestion that administrative science
must articulate an adequate theory of psychological behaviour in organisations, it too was committed to an empiricist account of behaviour. Partly
a reaction to the classical bureaucratic and mechanical models of administration encouraged by the apologists of scientific management, the human

relations movement focused on issues such as morale, job satisfaction,
leadership, conflict and cooperation, formal and informal organisation and
the influence of the informal group on production and personal relations.
Two texts are particularly important in the consolidation of this movement:
Katz and Kahn's The Social Psychology of Organizations (1966) and Likert's
The Human Organization: Its Management and Value (1967).

One of the outcomes of the human relations movement was the growth
of organisational development tech-iques such as group dynamics, sensitivity training and associated training models. Proponents of the human
relations movement claim that the values underlying the movement are
antithetical to those of the preceding 'scientific management' model in that

they emphasise worker and client participation, a reduction in status
differentiation and competition and an increase in openness, honesty, selfactualisation and worker satisfaction (see Frederickson 1980a, p. 40). Other
evaluations such as that of Carey (1967) suggest, however, that the human
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relations movement was little more than an attempt to colonise the realm
of personal relations in order to further the aims of management, i.e., to
increase production, extend control, minimise economic demands and
reduce union power (see also Bates 1983).
By the end of the 1960s public administration had several alternative
models to choose from and no effective means of discriminating between
them on the basis of either empirical validity, theoretical elegance, predictive power or ethical justification. Clearly such a state of affairs could not
be allowed, to continue. The need was for a new public administration.

The shaking of the foundations
Part of the problem for public administration was that the assumptions
of the field had been overtaken by the empirical description of events. In
particular the separation of politics from administration and of fact from
value were coming to be seen as more in the nature of academic illusions
rather than as descriptions of the real world. In addition the real world
seemed to be changing. In their review of the history of public administration's conceptions of the relations between Bureaucrats and Politicians in
Western Democracies, Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman (1981) suggest that
there are four major images to be abstracted from the literature. The first
is the simplest.
The earliest theory about the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats

was in many ways the simplest: politicians make policy; civil servants
administer. Politicians make decisions; bureaucrats merely implement them.

(Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman 1981, p. 4)

In support of this position Weber, Wilson, Goodnow and Gulick are
invoked although it is noted that Weber in particular was not unaware
of the difficulty facing politicians in maintaining their control of the bureau-

cracy. Other commentators such as Rourke have enlarged this issue into
the claim that
... a variety of circumstances in modern life, including especially the
growing weight of expert knowledge in policy formation, continue to push
bureaucracy toward a position of pre-eminence in the governing process ...
this bureaucratic power rests partly on the extraordinary capacities of public
agencies as sources of expertise, and partly on the tact that administrative
agencies have become major centers for the mobilization of political energy
and support. As a result, bureaucratic politics rather than party politics has
become the dominant theater of decision in the modern state.
(Rourke quoted in Frederickson 1980a, pp. 34-5)

This is a point made also by Rosenbloom in his assertion that '. .. the constitutional separation of power-, (in the United States constitution] ... has
tended to collapse into the administrative branch as a consequence of the
rise of the contemporary administrative state' (Rosenbloom 1983, p. 219).
The second ima' outlined by Aberbach and his colleagues assumes that
rather than a compete separation of function, bureaucrats and politicians
make equal but different contributions to policy making and administration.
Civil servants bring facts and knowledge; politicians, interests and values.
Civil servants bring neutral expertise ... while politicians bring political
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sensitivity ... Civil servants thus emphasize the technical efficacy of policy,

while politicians emphasize its responsiveness to relevant constituencies.
(Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman 1981, p. 6)

This image is clearly associated with the work of Herbert Simon and
his colleagues. Morstcin Marx makes a similar point in his discussion of
the personalities and predilections of politicians and administrators.
... administrative rationality often has little appc;,1 to the political mind,
whether in the executive branch or in the legislative body. The political
decision-maker, bent upon his aims, is often impatient with dispassionate
reasoning, except in small doses. He does not like to face the dreadful array
of pertinent facts, especially when he is cast in the role of the special pleader

... Exceptional political maturity is required for public opinion and party
leaders to welcome the role of the bureaucracy in putting proposed policy
to the acid test of cause-and-effect relationships.
(Marx quoted in Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman 1981, p. 7)

In the third image both politicians and bureaucrats are involved in policy
formation and decision making.
The real distinction between them is this: whereas politicians articulate
broad, diffuse interests of unorganized individuals, bureaucrats mediate
narrow, focused interests of organized clienteles. In this interpretation of
the division of labor, politicians are passionate, partisan, idealistic, even
ideological; bureaucrats are, by contrast, prudent, centrist, practical, pragmatic. Politicians seek publicity, raise innovative issues, and are energising
to the policy system, whereas bureaucrats prefer the back room, manage
incremental adjustments, and provide policy equilibrium ...
(Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman 1981, p. 9)
These three models indicate a tendency towards convergence of the roles
of bureaucrat and politician, some claim to the point where they arc relatively difficult to distinguish. This is especially the case if Rourke's assertion is taken seriously and that it is accepted that 'bureaucratic politics rather

than party politics has become the dominant theater of decision in the
modern state' (quoted in Frederickson 1980a, pp. 34-5). As Aberbach,
Putnam & Rockman put it:
... our first three images suggest a progressively greater degree of overlap
between the roles of bureaucrat and politician ... (and] the intellectual
origins of the three conceptions are progressively more recent .. Assuming
a rough, if lagged, correspondence between government realities and scholarly interpretations, this progression is at least consistent with the notion

that in behavioral terms the two roles have been converging perhaps
reflecting, as some have argued, a 'politicization' of the bureaucracy and
a 'bureaucratization' of politics. Carrying this notion to its logical conclusion, Image IV suggests speculatively that the last quarter of this century
is witnessing the virtual disappearance of the Weberian distinction between
the roles of politician and bureaucrat
(Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman 1981, p. 16)

Whether or not the final decades of the twentieth century will witness
the appearance of the 'pure hybrid' of the political administrator is still a
matter for speculation. What does seem clear is that in practice as well
as in theory the distinction between politician and administrator, at least
in the manner conceived by Weber and Wilson, is subject to considerable
modification.
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If the fundamental distinction between the responsibilities of politician
and administrator is becoming blurred, what of the separation of fact and
value? As was apparent from our earlier discussion of Weber there is something inherently odd about a definition of administrators and bureaucrats
which relates the former to a preoccupation with values and the latter to
a preoccupation with facts. This is especially the case where values arc

argued to be unconnected to facts and subject only to irrational and
unjustifiable preferences, disputes between which can only be settled through

the exercise of violence. Similarly, there is something equally odd about
the notion of an administration which is so preoccupied with facts as to
become morally indifferent to the ends to be served by and the consequences
contingent on its activities. If the best defence of public administration can

only be founded on a conception of politicians as irrational and administrators as amoral we should hardly be surprised if the public come to view
such administration with scepticism and mistrust.
It was the realisation of the ethical consequences of such a conception
of administration that led to a great deal of disaffection among younger
scholars of public administration in the late 1960s and early 1970s. In the
United States this disaffection came to a head at the 1967 conference on
public administration sponsored by the American Academy of Political and
Social Sciences. In particular:
There was sharp criticism of the conference, particular!), by younger theorists, practitioners and students. The numerous criticisms ... included
(1) avoiding the major issues of the time: urban race riots, poverty, the war
in Vietnam, the ethical responsibilities of public officials; (2) a failure to
be bold in suggesting positive new concepts or theories; (3) a preoccupation
with ideas, concepts, and theories developed prior to 1960; (4) an insufficient
interest in social and organizational change; (5) too much trust in expertise
and organizational capabilities and too little questioning of bureaucratic
ways; (6) not enough concern for limits on growth, organizational cutback,
and decline; (7) not enough concern for citizens' demands and needs and
the issues of responsiveness exLcpc by elected officials; (8) an over-optimistic

view of what government and administration either can or should
accomplish.

(Frederickson 1980b, p.xi)

Underlying this onslaught of criticism was a clear impatience with the
value neutrality of classical public administration and its tendency to distance

itself from complex and controversial issues while focusing on narrow
empiricist studies of administrative processes. The result was a further conference attended only by professors under the age of thirty-five. This became
known as the Minnowbrook conference. Its themes were identified by Frank

Marini as relevance; post-positi /ism; adaptation to a turbulent environment; new forms of organization and client-focused organizations (Marini
1971). Fundamental to all of these concerns was a preoccupation with
bringing values back in to a central position in public administration, not
only as a subject for study but as imperative considerations in the formulation of public policy.
While the three major publications to emerge from the Minnowbrook
conference are very different in character and position, they share this
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concern with bringing values back in. The 'New . tblic Administration'
which emerged from this conference was an attempt to revitalise public
administration in theory and in practice by incorporating a new set of
concerns.

New directions in public administration
The New Public Administration that developed from the Minnowbrook
conference is outlined in three major collections of essays edited by Marini
(1971), Waldo (1971) and Frederickson (1973). The major thrust of these
collections is that firstly, the traditional notion that public administrators
arc or should be value neutral is empirically inaccurate and morally indefensible. Secondly, if values arc to have a central place in the study and practice
of public administration the problem of ordering conflicting values must
be faced rather than being automatically discounted as the province of an
irrational politics. Thirdly, in the practice of public administration the over-

riding value of 'efficiency' demanded by Simon must be joined by other
values such as responsiveness, equity, participation, choice and accountability. It was not, however, the objective of the Minnowbrook conference
to overturn the traditional values of public administration but to supplement and extend the study and practice of public administration to embrace
the concerns of the wider society. In his assessment of the New Public
Administration Frederickson makes this clear.
The traditional values of public administrationeconomy, efficiency, effectiveness, responsiveness to elected officials, responsibilityhave served us
well. But the experiences of the past decade indicate that other values (not
necessarily new ones) are important to any public service ethic ... This
is not a negation of the importance of a general public service productivity
or of the continuing search for efficiencies and economies in government.

It is simply to suggest that the most productive governments, the most
efficient governments, and the most economizing governments can still be
perpetuating poverty, inequality of opportunity, and injustice. Both the
classic bureaucratic inodel and the ncoburcaucratic model offer little in the
way of offsetting those tendencies. Therefore, modern public administration
will search both theoretically and normatively for what Vincent Ostrom calls
`democratic administration'.
(Frederickson 1980b, p. 47)

Concerns with the possibility of a democratic administration have also
been voiced in the United Kingdom. Dunleavy (1982) in a review of new
themes in public administration suggests that a radical approach to public
administration has grown up outside the mainstream of the field which
offers much in terms of new insights.
The first characteristic of the radical alternative is that it is not prepared
to accept the face value accounts of administrative processes provided by

administrators, regarding such accounts as partly self-serving, partly
composed of sustaining mythology (see Thompson 1983) and largely
ignorant of the wider 'systems of transformation' to which public administration is regularly subject. The radical view suggests that 'academic analysis
must seek to penetrate behind administrative actors' subjective views of
the processes within which they are enmeshed' (Dunleavy 1982, p. 217),
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in order to explicate the essential transformativc structures of the administrative system which they inhabit and which constrains and induces them
to behave in certain ways .
The second characteristic of radical approaches is that they challenge

the notion of administrative neutrality with regard to social conflicts.
Changes in public administration are seen to be intimately related to broader
social conflicts such as those between classes.
... radical approaches make a sustained attempt to understand changes
in public administration in terms of their :utegral connections with broad
social conflicts, especially those between social or occupational classes or
major functional groups (such as business and labour). They thus deny both

that administrative changes and arrangements are normally neutral as
between social groups, and that administrative change responds largely to
an internal organizational logic.
(Dunlcavy 1982, p.217)

Rather, changes in public administration are se7,n as the outcome of conflicts

between social groups and, frequently, as interventions in such conflicts
on behalf of certain parties.
Thirdly, the traditional doctrine of evolutionary changes in organisational and administrative life is challenged by the notion of crisis. This
view is in contrast to that of gradualistic models and suggests that firstly,
'crises are periods of concentrated change, change which i 'o a great extent
forced on actors whether they wish it or not ... ' and seconoix that 'because
conflict is endemic, most crisis management takes the form of displacing
tensions and problems from one part of the political and administrative
system to another ... ' (Dunleavy 1982, p. 218). This does not mean, as
is sometimes supposed, that crisP1 lead inevitably to the failure and collapse
of existing institutions. Rathei , they are more likely to lead to a transcendence of the crisis and the establishment of new patterns of behaviour.
Whether collapse or transcendence occurs is, of course, an empirical matter
dependent on the particular forces at work in any specific situation.
Fourth, Dunleavy argues, the radical approach reintroduces the notion
of functional explanation, that is, rather than concentrating on cause and
effect relationships such as the means-end chains suggested by Sinion, the
radical view attempts to establish the function of particular adm inistratiw:
actions in the wider social and political context.
Fifth, the radical approach embraces the notion of popular participation as its major political agenda. In tit's respect, the radical approach is
not simply an extension of J. S. Mills' argument (sec Dunleavy 19C2, p.

219) regarding political representation but rather a response to the
impenetraoility of technocratic administrative structures and an attempt
to reassert human agency.
Technocratic government emerges on this view not just as objectionable in
terms of the theory of representative government, but as a form of social
arrangements which negates fundamentally human qualities and inevitably
induces a loss of common purposes or reference points in society.
(Dunleavy 1982, pp. 219-20)

The radical approach to public administration is not formulated
specifically as a critique of traditional views of public administration but
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rather is incidental to a larger critique of social organisation. This has made
it particularly difficult to summarise, as an understanding of the position
is contingent on the understanding of other aspects of social organisation
what the Marxists label as the concept of 'totality'. However, the radical
approach can be seen to provide insights in three main areas the organisation of government in liberal democracies, finance and budgeting, and
the professionalisation of government.
The radical approach to government is to analyse it as part of the state
as a whole. It sees the state as an arena of struggle between interests and
agencies which is constantly shaped and reshaped by internal and external
debates. In this respect
the essential radical argument about government organization is that it forms
a structure whici. systematically promotes some kinds of solutions to social
problems over others, and hence also promotes some kinds of social interests
over others. Given that private market processes of economic development
underpin state finances and critically determine the level of income and
employment in liberal democracies, government organization reflects the
primacy of functions which promote such do,eiopinent and protect business
interests.
(Dunleavy 1982, p. 220)

The second area in which the radical approach provides a fresh perspective on public administration is the area of budgeting. Rather than adopt
the conventional 'accounting' approach to budgeting, the radicals attempt
to measure the relative distribution and redistribution of resources by government and use these measures as indices of governmental support for
particular classes and groups. This approach has been labelled 'fiscal
sociology' by O'Connor (1973). As Dunleavy suggests:
Fiscal sociology breaks more or less completely with the approach practised
in conventional public finance of analyzing budgetary decision-making in
isolation from the concrete tiroups and interests promoting expenditures or
deriving benefits from particular budgetary decisions. Instead these relationships are taken as central to any explanation, and the budget is treated
as a summary measure of the balance of state policy as between social classes

and groups.

(Dunleavy 1982, pp. 221-2)

The third arca in which radical public administration has developed a
new perspective is that of professionalisation. Rather than adopt the conventional position of seeing the 'autonomy' of professionals as antithetical
to the structures and operations of bureaucracy, the radicals are more likely
to emphasise the mutual dependence of bureaucracy and professional and
treat protestations of autonomy as a convenient, self-serving fiction (see
Bates 1980), rattier than accept professional claims at face value.
The radical approach adopts a fundamentally critical attitude towards professional ideologies' altruistic or 'public interest' orientation, preferring to assess

such claims by loeking at the concrete impacts of professional control.
(Dunleavy 1982, p. 223)

The professionalisation of welfare services is one area of such analysis
and critique, leading, in one instance to Illich's conception of the logic of
the professions as 'disabling'. This argument

23

19

... essentially claims that in many areas of professional control over policy
making, such as doctors' ability to define the content of medical practice,
or teachers' control over learning, the provision of pre-packaged services
in a form which can be `sold' to governments is often self-defeating. The
professions will almost always reduce people's autonomous capabilities for
health care or learning faster than they replace these capabilities with their
own commodified solutions ... for the radical approach, chronic features
of state service provision which remain largely unexplained in conventional
emerge as anomalies inherent in a prolessionalized form
approaches
of administration.
(I)unleavy 1982, p. 223)

It would seem, then, that both the New Public Administration and the
radical approach to public administration are attempting to grapple with
what are seen as inacfequacies with the traditional approach. However,
while the New Public Administration can be seen as an extension and elaboration of the traditions of public administration, the radical approach marks
a singular departure. In the former case the emphasis can be seen to have

shifted and certain additional values to have been incorporated into the
field. Indeed the fundamental emphasis of the New Public Administration
is the close relationship between values and public policy. In the latter ease
a whole new structure of analysis is provided which is concerned with the
relation of public administration to the 'totality' of social life, which takes
as its starting point for analysis conflicts between classes and groups within
this totality and which is critical of the ideological pretensions of such groups
and classes. This perspective has beers applied in a provisional fashion to
significant aspects of public administration such as government organisation, budgeting and professionalisation.

Fact, value, effectiveness and expertise: The myth
of management
While the New Public Administration and the radical approach shift the
emphasis of the field or recontextualisc it within wider critical social analysis,

neither resolves the problems inherent in the separation of fact from value
which traditionally bedevils the field. Neither do these perspectives resolve
the difficulties posed, on the one hand by the association of neutral expertise based upon knowledge of facts, of causes and effecfs with administration;
and on the other hand by the association of values with conflict between

irrational preferences which is resolvable only through the violence of
politics. It seems as though the spectre of behaviouralism still haunts public

administration even in its most modern forms.
Indeed this seems to be the case. While Weber, Simon and some of the
more perceptive of the traditional theorists made reference to the necessity of relating facts to values in administration they also insisted on the
impossibility of doing so rationally. As a result of their commitment to ration-

ality it was all but inevitable that they should therefore lean towards the
study and creation of the means-ends chains of bounded rationality as the
basis for a formal theory of administration. But, as Wilson points out, their
initial instincts were surely correct.
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Clearly, any adequate comprehension of politics must sec the rational
element in the interrelation of personal and societal values, means and ends,

facts and values, the administrative and the political, preparatory to and
following upon choice and decision.
(Wilson 1985, p. 127)
The problem however is that classical administration theorists have started

from the wrong set of premises.
Instead, writers like Weber and Lasswell have tended to start from a highly
formal model which: (1) presupposes the above dichotomies; (2) invents a notion

of technical, instrumental and calculating b.haviour which is unrealistic
because isolated front self-interest, ends, values and the political.
(Wilson 1985, p. 127)
The result is not only to separate facts from values and displace the consideration of values to another place, but also to construct a formal theory
of administra m which prevents the contemplation of practical action. As
Wilson suggests the bchaviouralist thinking that underlies such a conception
of theory separates theory from practice and denies the theory-laden nature
of practice.
Behaviouralist thinking reflects the influence of a conception of the practical ... absent not only of an ethical dimension, however, but of an intellec-

tual and theoretical one as well.
(Wilson 1985, p. 130)

What is occurring here is the academic equivalent of the separation of
conception from execution noted by Braverman as a key feature of the
attempt of managers to gain control of the knowledge of workers (Braverman
1974). In administration this perspective is an encouragement to those being

administered to offer up their ethical and intellectual convictions in deference to the 'legitimate' decision makers.
.. the ideal of value-neutrality so central to professional objectivity and
detachment ... served to justify both a scientistic and a productive and interventionist approach to knowledge and knowing. While the role of thought
and theory was redefined, ethical concerns were effectively sidestepped by
a discipline determined to tacitly legitimise the claim that such matters were,

after all, the province of political, bureaucratic and corporate decision
makers.

(Wilson 1985, p. 131)

The claim of behaviouralism in politics and administration is apparent
in the work of theorists such as Simon. That claim is based essentially on
the claim to expertise in the organisation of means -ends chains in hierarchis which are the most efficient and effixtivc means of executing decisions made in some place external to the administrative process.
Behaviour.dism claimed that it could offer a practical science of politics
allegedly I, tsed on the model of activity in science and the professions. In
a sense it did succeed :n doing this, but only by acquiescing in a formulation of practice and the practical which denuded it of both its ethical and
its contemplative dimensions.
(Wilson 1985, p. 137)

What eventuated was a limited form of technological rationality concerned exclusively with matters of efficiency and effectiveness. This tech-
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nological rationality, excluding as it did all ethical concerns and matters
of practical judgment, resulted in a highly manipulative form of managerialism. As MacIntyre suggests:
Managers themselves and most writers about management (xinceivc of themselves as morally neutral character', whose skills enable them .o devise the
most efficient means of achieving whatever end is proposed. S11, .::ther a given
manager is effective or not is on the dominant view a quite different question
from that of thc morality of the cnds which his effectiveness serves or fails
to serve. None the less there are strong grounds for rejecting the claim that
effectiveness is a morally neutral value. For the whole concept or Iffeetive-

ness is ... inseparable from a mode of human existence in which the contrivance of means is in central part the manipulation of human beings into
compliant patterns of behaviour; and it is by appeal to his own effectiveness
in this respect that the manager claims authority within the manipulative
mode.

(Maelntyre 1981, p. 71)
This observation is an elaboration of Weber's assertion noted above that

'organised domination ... requires that human conduct be conditioned
to obedience towards those masters who claim to be the bearers of legitimate power' (Gerth and Mills 1970, p. 80). What has emerged in the guise
of managerialism i. not on:y, therefore, a system of administration which
separates fact from value, politics from administration, means from ends,

and theory from practice, but one which also separates managers from
managed in the pursuit of a system of organised domination: the 'manipulation of human beings into compliant patterns of behaviour.
Yet, in public administration, no less than in other forms of administration, the criterion of effectiveness is the criterion continuously appealed
to for justification of managerial behaviour. As this is so it seems reasonable

to suggest, as MacIntyrc does, that
this effectiveness is a defining and definitive element of a way of life which

competes for our allegiance with other alternative contemporary ways of
life; (thus) ... if we arc to evaluate the claims of the bureaucratic, managerial
mode to a place of authority in our lives, an assessment of the bureaucratic
managerial claim to effectiveness will be an essential task.
(Mach:tyre 1981, pp, 71-2)
The basic difficulty in demonstrating effectiveness (or the lack of it) is the
generality of the claim. In judging effectiveness, empirical accounts should

be available which conform to agreed criteria. Yet it is just such accounts
and criteria that are missing. Moreover because of the complexity of the
interaction of multiple variables in complex organisations, clear-cut empirical demonstrations of effectiveness seem to be limited to short run events.
Yet such short run events frequently do not display any unequivocal connection with long run events. This presents an apparently insoluble problem
as how can short run events be said to demonstrate effectiveness if they
bear no demonstrable relationship to long run success, or, more especially,
if they appear to be connected to long term failure? Egon Bittner put thc
problem in this fashion:
While Weber is quite dear ... in stating that the sole justification of bureaucracy is its efficiency, he provides us with no clear-cut guide on how this

standard of judgment is to be used. Indeed, the inventory of features of
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bureaucracy contains not one single item that is not arguable relative to
its efficiency function. Long-range goals cannot be used definitely for calculating it because the impact of contingent factors multiplies with time and
makes it increasingly difficult to assign a determinate value to the efficiency
of a stably controlled segment of action. On the other hand, the use of shortterm goals in judging efficiency may be in conflict with the ideal of economy
itself. Nct only do short-term goals change with time and compete with one

another in indeterminate ways, but short-term results are of notoriously

deceptive value because they can be easily manipulated to show whatever
one wishes them to show.

(Bittner quoted in Maclntyre 1981, p. 72)

Such arguments lead to the possibility that managerial claims to effectiveness might be very difficult to substantiate. Indeed, as Maclntyre suggests:
It is the gap between the generalised notion of effectiveness and the actual
behaviour that is open to managers which suggests that the social uses of
the notion are other than they purport to be ... what if effectiveness is part
of a masquerade of social control rather than a realitl ? What if effectiveness were a quality widely imputed to managers and bureaucrats both by
themselves and others, but in fact a quality which rarely exists apart from

this imputation?

(Maclntyre 1981, p. 72)

There is indeed some evidence that suggests that the 'great man' myth
associated so often with 'outstanding managers' is a fabrication designed
to sustain faith in a form of behaviour which cannot demonstrate its effectiveness in any but the most general fashion. Moreover, as Tculings has
argued in the case of a major international electronics company, such myths
may well be ' ... a stylistic solution to a methodological problem, and a
reflection of the observer's ideology' (Tculings 1980, p. 152). In the case
described by Teulings the company history is written in terms of:
I. the dynamism of 'great men', taking 'decisive' action;
2. the imperative force of successive technological development;
3. the necessary adaptation to universal processes of industrialization and
modernization.
(Teulings 1980, p. 151)

Each of these explanations for the company's 'success' is shown by
Tculings to be misleading: more satisfactory explanations are provided
derived from ' ... an approach to industrial change which takes the structure and logic of formation of the industrial sector as a point of departure
' (1980, p. 151). A similar analysis of public administration in Australia is provided by Thompson (1983). Several more are provided in the
collection of papers edited by Fischer and Sirianni (1984). Further analyses
are provided by Carey (1967) and Bates (1983) in relation to the effective-

ness of the human relations movement. Each of these analyses displays
the gap that exists between various claims to managerial effectiveness and
various alternative explanations that are seldom less convincing.
Nonetheless managers lay claim to the ability to engineer efficiency and
effectiveness in the organisations that they manage. What are we to make
of such claims? Maclntyre, following a discussion of the sources of predictability and unpredictability in social life and an analysis of contemporary empirical studies, reaches the following conclusion:
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The experts' claim to status and reward is fatally undermined when we recognise that he possesses no sound stock of law-like generalisations and when
we realise how weak the predictive power available to him is. The concept
of managerial effectiveness is after all one more contemporary moral fiction
and perhaps the most important of them all. The dominance of the manipula-

tive mode in our culture is not and cannot be accompanied by very much
actual success in manipulation.
(MaIntyre 1981, p. 101)

Nonetheless what might be called the logic of manipulation does serve
to produce some quite unfortunate effects as is evident from Pusey's (1976)
analysis of the Dynamics of Bureaucracy.

The dynamics of bureaucracy
Dynamics of Bureaucracy is a case study of an educational organisation, one

which is fairly typical not only of educational but also of other state
bureaucracies. According to Pusey's analysis the bureaucracy operates
through 'the three dimensions of organisation'. These are, theformal structure, which is concerned with the distribution of authority and control;
the technology, which includes not only the physical apparatus of the organisation but more especially the logic or conceptual schema according to
which the activities of the organisation are arranged and justified; and the
social dimension which relates to the interaction of personalities and the
sense of identity which is creP#ed through such interaction. The proper

analysis of organisations depends upon the study of the balances and
imbalances, the harmonies and tensions between these three dimensions.
. an organisation is a system, which means that it cannot be understood
as a formal structure per se; or as a rotionally contrived goal-directed arrangement of functions, operations, and roles; or even as a web of social relationships. It is not the three component dimensions as such that are important,
but rather the way in which they affect each other. The 'system' is then the
dynamic interrelationship of these three dimensions ... The problems of bureaucratic organisation are thus to be understood in 'systemic' terms as unresolved
tensions, conflicts and imbalances between the dimensions. Moreover, the
operation and administration of the system and its problemsthe imbalances

and tensions in the interrelationship of the dimensions must be considered
in the light of the organisation's relationship to its environment and, more
especially, in relation to the general nature of its task.
(Pusey 1976, p.44)

Using this basic model for his analysis, Pusey then goes on to provide
a detailed explanation of the relationships between these three dimensions
in an Australian state education department that of Tasmania in the early

1970s. Beginning with an analysis of teacher-pupil relationships in the
secondary school classroom, Pusey suggests that the tension between the
adolescent student's social and emotional dependence and the authority
and power of the teacher is resolved by students through 'the withdrawal
game'. In this game the students attempt to protect their dependence and
vulnerability firstly by putting a social and emotional distance between themselves and the teachers and secondly by insisting that the teachers specify

in great detail the nature of the performance expected from the students.
Each of these components of the withdrawal game serves to reduce uncer-

tainty and vulnerability for students and 'bind the teacher in his own rules'.
This effectively eliminates the psycho-social dimension of classroom relations and turns them entirely towards the technical and formal dimensions.
The withdrawal game is a very effective strategy. It enables the students
to cope with what is for them a threatening situation. The cost, however,
is very high indeed because the strategy leaves no room for any genuine
sense of involvement. The student has to seal off the teacher and his wares
from the inner compartments of his mind and so the school must remain
for him a largely alien and impersonal structure. Nothing can be deeply
internalised ... The educational process has lost its social foundation and
become a mechanical activity.
(Pusey 1976, pp. 96-7)

As the teaching process depends for its success on more than simple
mechanical activity, the withdrawal game is highly subversive for both
student and teacher. Indeed, it provokes personal insecurities in both
students and teachers. This means that teachers may well have to look elsewhere for emotional satisfaction, possibly towards their colleagues.
... the teacher, for several reasons, is almost as.dependent on his peers
and on the principal as his students are dependent upon him. The withdrawal game has isolated him from his students and vice versa but, even
if he were less estranged from them, he would still have to look to the staff

and to their head for the satisfaction of many emotional needs.
(Pusey 1976, p.97)

The difficulty is that just as teachers' judgment of students leads to the
defensive withdrawal game in the classroom, the authority of the principal
and his subjective judgments of teachers lead to a similar breakdown of
the psycho-social dimension of the organisation at this level too. This is
especially the case where, as in the case outlined by Pusey, principals view
their role in terms of authority, that is, exclusively in terms of the formal

structure of the organisation. As a result
because the model on which the principal operates (his modus operand!) adds

to the insecurity of the teachers and to their dependence on the exercise of
his authority, they will unconsciously begin to play the withdrawal game
... The teachers'are in fact hiding from their authority figure in much the
same way as the students hide from them. They are pushing the principal
out of the personal, psycho-social realm of the third dimension and into the
first.

Since there is virtually no genuine dialogue, the principal is quite unable

to lead his staff; instead he has to go on 'running' them.
(Pusey 1976, p.99)
A similar relationship develops between principals and superintendents at
the next level 'up' the system. Pusey describes the origins of the problem.
The superintendents have come up through the ranks and have thus been
shaped in the same mould as the principals, Since they have no special exper-

tise or training, their role will have at best only a hollow legal legitimacy
unless they can demonstrate that they are effectively able to influence the
work of the school. They know they must try to 'loosen up' the schools and
break the authoritarian tradition. They want to function more informally
as advisers rather than as authority figures, but this is interpreted by the
principal as a potential subversion of his authority ... This puts the superintendent in a difficult situation. He is unable to call himself an adviser, because

.
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no one asks him for his advice. He cannot abdicate ... and so he is driven
to the point where he feels he has no option but to 'pull his rank' on the
principal. He has to fall back on the first dimension and its machinery ...
(Pusey 1976, pp. 101-2)

The consequence of these dynamics is the creation of what Pusey (following

Crozier 1964) calls the disabling pattern of the 'vicious circle'. This is
represented in Figure 1.

Figure 1: The 'vicious circle'
External
forces

7

Phase one

The sense of depen
dente and vulnerability
and the need for protecVon (deriving largely from

the nature of the task).

Phase two
The formalistic pattern

Phase five
The reexertion of formal
authority.

and structure (rules) and

social distance, i.e. the
withdrawal game.

Phase four

Phase three

Divergence of goals

Isolation between the

(vertical disintegration of
purposes) and poor performance.

strata.

(from Pusey 1976, p. 103).
The effect of this vicious circle is to shift the whole activity of the school,
indeed the system as a whole, away from the psycho-social dimension on
which the success of education depends towards the technical and lbrmal
dimensions of the organisation. In doing so the system also effectively isolates
itself from the local parent and citizen community of which it might, under

somewhat different circumstances, hope to be a part.
The isolation of the local parent and citizen community may do more to
aggravate the system's problems than any other single factor. The parents
and citizens do not tend to perceive the school as an extension of their local
community. It would be fairly unnatural for them to refer to it as 'our school',

instead it is perceived as a branch of a highly ct.ntraliscd, impersonal and
remote state bureaucracy.
(Pusey 1976, p. 108)
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This is a phenomenon asserted by Connell et al. to be particularly the case
with working-class schools in contrast with the relatively 'organic' nature
of the relationship between the ruling class and its school (Connell et al.
1982).

This detailed case study of an educational organisation and its problems

is argued by Pusey to be rats a typical of the situation of many public,
especially educational, bureaucracies which, through the disabling pattern
of the vicious circle, turn away from the essentially psycho-social (and in
that sense, public) dimensions of their responsibilities and move increasingly towards a formalisation and technicisation of their activities. According

to Pusey modern bureaucracy is

... faced with a growing dilemma arising from the fact that in practice,
the quantity and forms of its structure are increasingly decided by external
demands and considerations that are extrinsic to the inherent nature of its
task. This is general problem to which educational bureaucracies are particularly susceptible. As the goals of education are widened by general
changes in society, the public invests more money in its schools, expects
more from them, and adds to the weight of responsibilities that are thrust
upon the system. This increases the pressure for accountability and therefore tends to reinforce the formal structure. This may further subvert the
social basis of effective organisational action and thereby render the bureaucracy steadily more incapable of fulfilling its purposes.
(Pusey 1976, p. 117)

A detailed substantiation of this pattern in American education is provided,

among others, by Wise (1979).

Public administration and the crisis of the state
The pattern detected by Pusey can be fitted conveniently into the kind of
analysis provided'by the radical approach to public administration in that
its critical analysis of the dynamics of bureaucracy is tied to an analysis
of the dynamics of the wider society and to the psycho-social dynamics
of public 'welfare' agencies. It also fits very well into the analysis provided
by Offe (1975) and Habermas (1975) of the 'crisis of the state'.
According to these theorists late capitalist societies consist of three main
subsystems: the economic system, concerned with the production of goods
and services; the sociocultural system, concerned with the values, traditions
and expectations of the population; and the political-administrative system,
through the provision of social and welfare services. This system is subject

to several potential crises. These, as we noted earlier, do not necessarily
imply the imminent demise of the system but may be successfully resolved
in a variety of ways.
Crises occur if one of the systems fails to deliver what is required by
the system as a whole. Thus an economic crisis occurs if the economic system
fails to provide sufficient goods and services; a .-ltionality crisis occurs if
the political system fails to deliver a rational balance of decisions between
the interests of capital on the one hand and the population at large on the
other; a legitimation crisis results from the withdrawal of assent and loyalty
as a result of the political system's failure to provide sufficient social and
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welfare programs; and a motivational crisis occurs when the patterns of shared

values, traditions and expectations among the general population are nut
maintained.
In this analysis the dependence of Marxist theory on a single steering
mechanism in capitalist societies is extended by the observation that in late
capitalist societies the role of the state has reached such proportions as to
constitute a second, administrative, steering mechanism. Moreover it is
the steering mechanism of the state, that is, public administration, which
is central in the resolution of the various crises immanent in the structures
of late capitalist society.
As Pusey (1983) points out, however, Habermas' work appears to ignore
the logic of his own argument in this regard. That is, Habermas fails to
provide an adequate account of .. how crises of rationality and legitimacy
become manifest in the very place where they must, for the sake of the
whole argument, have their greatest impact, i.e. 'in the sphere of organisational behaviour' (Pusey 1983, p. 17). In particular Pusey argues, the most

important sphere of organisational behaviour is that of public administration.
Where then, and how, is a legitii- Lion crisis most likely to appear? My
own answer is that wherever it originates it must, on the lk.gic of Habermas'
own very persuasive theory, break out and find expression in the organisational processes of the departments of the state, i.e., in the public service.

(Pusey 1983, p. 17)

This argument fits well with our previous discussion and analysis of the
inadequacy of the traditional views of the separation of politics from administration, fact from value, theory from practice and rationality from preference. It also fits well with our previous observation of the changes occurring

in the relative roles of politicians and administrators. It agrees with the
logic of the 'vicious circle' argument put forward by Crozier and exemplified in Pusey's previous work (1976) and the work of other researchers
into educational and organisational behaviour, especially those inclined
towards the radical paradigm. Pusey summarises his position:
We now know that, contrary to prevailing assumptions .. . senior public
servants are not mere executors and implementors of policies designed by

elected politicians and that they are instead centrally involved in the creation
and constitution of policy. This surely means that these higher public servants

must experience the contradictions of late capitalist society in a very
immediate way. Whereas the ordinary citizen has some considerable leeway
in which to escape or buffer legitimation deficits, the senior civil servant's
work is defined by the demand that he or she should somehow reconcile
the collision between the 'steering imperatives' on the one hand and moral

expectations on the other.

Wilsey 1983, p. 18)

Thus, it would seem, public servants and senior public administrators in
particular, are inevitably at the centre of the crisis of the state.

What then shall we do?
If the above argument is accepted then it seems clear that the immanent
crisis of the state is caught up particularly in the crisis of public adminis-
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tration or, to put it perhaps more properly, the crisis of public administration is inevitable given the crisis of legitimation to which late capitalist
society is prone. We have argued above that such crises are not necessarily
portents of imminent collapse but are more likely provocative of certain
resolutions depending on the factors at work in particular historical circumstances. What kinds of resolution might be expected in the current
circumstances?
The fundamental difficulty seems to be that outlined in our previous
analysis of the disabling pattern of the vicious circle; that is the psychosocial sphere of our human affairs is bein, increasingly invaded or displaced by the formal (authority) or technical (instrumental) dimensions
of an increasingly organised society. As we saw in our previous examples
the outcomes of such a process are almost inevitably some form of motivational crisis linked to an increasing legitimation crisis, as attempts to tighten
up the steering mechanisms of the organisation frustrate more and more
the achievement of psycho-social satisfactions. Habermas calls this process
the 'colonisation of the life-world' in which the specific economic processes
of 'purposive-rational action' produce 'both a loss of moral meaning in dayto-day life, and a diminution of freedom' (Giddens 1983, p. 326).
One possible resolution of this crisis is that foreshadowed by Weber in
his reference to the key power of the state being the power of physical
violence. This observation would seem to point us in the direction of massive
increases in the repressive apparatuses of the state in order to sustain
`purposive-rational action' in the economic sphere and repress any significant expression of the legitimation and motivational crises which result.
The British coalminer's strike of 1984-5 could be interpreted within such
a framework. Clearly the loss of freedom which is consequent on this kind
of resolution brings with it some fairly severe disadvantages for substantial sections of the population and is therefore inherently destabilising for
the system in the long term at least.
Another, and to my mind preferable, resolution is that which may be
possible through the recreation of a sense of community. I have argued
elsewhere (Bates 1984) that the growth of the Iron Cage of institutional
society so dreaded by Weber is evident in contemporary society; indeed
that our development of certain administrative techniques of nierarchy and
coercion have been immensely destructive of community.
... the administrative destruction of community was historically based upon
the de-rationalisation, de-moralisation and de-politicisation of individuals
and the transformation of their social, cultural, psychological, linguistic and
political consciousness through the rhetoric of the One Best System, into
the hierarchical structures and procoses of the institutional society.
(Bates 1984, p.76)

Since it is unlikely that we can rid ourselves of bureaucracy or

organisation indeed it is unlikely that we should wish to do so
completely the resolution of the present crisis would seem to depend on
the re-establishment of a new balance between the formal (authority), technical (instrumental) and psycho-social (human) dimensions of our organisational society. There would appear to be two major prospects for achieving
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this; both speak to the nature of organisational life and to the moral nature
of the life we share.
The first of these prospects is the reconceptualisation of administration
as a dialectical process, rather than as a technique of hierarchical control.
The work of Watkins (1985) is particularly important here. Watkins argues
for a theory of administration which reasserts the importance of human
agency and sees administration as a matter of dialectics withir. a conception
of the totality of social life.
Change, progress or decline, and stability are explained through a dialectical relationship whereby people and structures interact to engender an
ongoing transformative process. For in a dialectical theory of administration
social reality is perceived as in a state of constant transformation, largely
as a result of the mediating capacity of human consciousness.
(Watkins 1985, p. 3)

Such a position is echoed by Wilson.
Management ... is a dialectical interplay of persons whose roles change
from one part of the system to another, and who remain open to dialogue
and discussion in their continuing concern for the care of public things.
(Wilson 1985, p. 139)
This particular view of administration takes as its starting point the Marxian
admonition to understand social phenomena in terms of their own special

and particular features, seeing them in concrete terms and detail rather
than as abstractions. Secondly, it implies that organisations should be seen
as totalities and as part of wider totalities, rather than fragmented chains
of bounded means-end hierarchies. Thirdly, a dialectical view of administration insists on an understanding of the contradictions that exist within
social structures and their importance as an impetus towards the resolution of tensions and thus in transformations of the totality.
Finally, the diJectical view of administration insists on the importance
of praxis, that is, in the importance of not separating the theoretical oil
from the practical but of encouraging the interplay of experience and
reflection focused on concrete situations (see Watkins 1985).
The second and related prospect involves the democratisation of organisational and institutional life. This may initially be seen as a political program

but in fact is an attempt to deny the convenient fiction of the separation
of politics from administration endemic in the traditions of public administration. For essentially what is being argued here is that representative
democracy which separates of political from personal action for the bulk
of the population is instrumental in depoliticising the majority of people.
As a result of this realisation it seems clear that the repoliticisation of the
personal, psycho-social sphere depends very much upon the democratisation of the organisations in which people work and with which they must
inevitably interact. This is the concern of a number of recent theorists whose

work is outlined by Watson (1985 in this series).
Macpherson (1983) argues that any such changes are dependent on two
prerequisite conditions
One is a change in people's consciousness (or unconsciousness), from seeing

themselves and acting as essentially consumers to seeing themselves and
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acting as cxerters and enjoyers of the exertion and development of their own
capacities.
(Macpherson 1983, p. 579)

As we have seen, the logic of our current formal/technical emphases in
education systems militates against this and the success of this project
depends very much on the transformation of educational practice.
The other prerequisite is a great reduction of the present social and economic
inequality, since that inequality ... requires a non-participatory party system

to hold the society together.

(Macpherson 1983, pp. 579-80)

In this respect the work of Salaman (1981) and his conceptualisation of
organisation as a class system designed to foster and maintain inequalities
and ensure the maintenance of hierarchies of domination is also instructive as is the earlier work of Braverman (1974).
Each of these analyses points to both the difficulties and the necessity
of developing a participatory democracy in administrative and organisational structures as the prerequisite to the establishment of a wider participatory democracy in whizh human agency can be claimed by a much
greater proportion of the population than is presently the case. A dialectical view of administration and an emphasis on the democratisation of
organisation and administrative life would appear to be major achievements

in the move towards a more democratic and humane society. They are
also major achievements in the redefinition of public administration and
he resolution of the crisis of the state.
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1
Bureaucrats and politicians in Western
democracies: Introduction
Joel Aberbach, Robert Putnam & Bert Rockman

In the tumultuous Munich winter of 1918, toward the end of his notable
career as a social theorist, Max Weber was asked by his students to speak
on the political choices facing postwar Germany. Before commenting on
the issues of the day, he set out to describe two powerful currents of history that ran beneath the flickering surface of events. Contemporary politics, Weber claimed, was being shaped, first, by the ;mergence of modern

bureaucracymost especially the growing state apparatus, increasingly
led by technically trained, professional career administrators. The second
trend Weber saw, to some extent oblique to the first, was the rise of a new
class of professional politicians, their influence based not on inherited social status, but rather on mass political parties claiming the membership
and thosuffrage of millions of ordinary citizens. Weber's own monarchical and individualistic sympathies caused him to view both trends with
some distaste and distrust, but he was convinced that inexorable historical tendencies would make this the century of the professional party politician and of the professional state bureaucrat.'
Looking back more than a half-century later, we can see that Weber's
insights were remarkably prescient. In the advanced nations of the West,

the century from 1870 to 1970 saw innumerable social and political
changes, but in terms of the policymaking process the most significant of
these has been precisely the steadily growing power of professional party"
politicians and of permanent civil servants. These twin trends have unfolded at different rates and in somewhatsdifferent phases in the several
countries of Europe and North America, but in broad outline the patterns
are visible everywhere.
On the political side, the parliaments and cabinets of mid-Victorian
Europe were still largely the preserves of aristocrats and local gentry,
amateurs who (as Weber said) lived for politics, but not from politics. A
century later a few such figures can still be found in the European political elites, but they are now vastly outnumbered by new men and women
of power, risen mostly from middle-class (and occasionally workingclass) backgrounds, well-educated, committed to a lifetime in politics,
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dependent on the electoral fortuncs of their particular party and on their
own success in playing the game of party politics. In the career lines of
politicians, party and legislative ladders have increasingly merged. If the
first half of the period (1870 to 1920) saw the capture of European parliaments by parties, in the sense that access Z-1 legislative (and hence cabinet)
leadership became controlled by parties, the half-century after 1920 saw a
complementary "parliamentarization" of party leadership.2
The change in the character and power of civil servants over these hundred years IA even more striking. The scope of the liberal state of 1870 was
still relatively small, and the tasks of civil servants were still largely clerical. Policy decisions could reasonably be taken by the leisured amateurs
around the cabinet table, and the highest posts in the civil service were
filled as often by patronage appointments as by competitive examination.
By 1970 the state had expanded fantastically in both size and task. Real
total public expenditure had increased twentyfold to thirtyfold in ten decades. The gross national product was also growing, to be sure, but the
share spent by the state was rising several times faster. The inevitable
concomitant was an explosion in the size of the government bureaucracy.
In 1870 the staff of the British civil service, for example, totaled just over
50,000 men and women. By 1970 this figure had risen to nearly 800,000.
The one permanent growth industry of the modern world, it seems, is the
state.
The tasks of the bureaucracy increased in complexity as well. By 1970
civil servants throughout the West were deciding how to restructure the
steel industry, how to design an actuarially sound pension scheme, where
to locate airports, how to brake inflation, and a thousand other such issues. Throughout this century the tendency toward governmental omnicompetence has accelerated virtually everywhere in the West. In tiny
Denmark, for example, the annual output of pages of laws and regulations increased about tenfold from 1911 to 1971, and in the United States
the size of the Federal Register (the official publication of administrative
regulations) quadrupled in barely a decade, from 1966 to 1975? To accommodate these trends, Western civil services have becor e increasingly
specialized, highly professionalized, and unquestionably powerfula
cadre of experts in the running of the modern state.

Weber's thesispart chronicle and part prophecythus has been
strikingly'confirmed: at the levers of power in the modern state stand
these two uncertain partners, the elected party politician and the professional state bureaucrat. Indeed, so familiar is this pattern that some effort
is required to recognize that in historical terms it is far from "normal."
Outside nineteenth- and twentieth-century Europe and North America,
leadership in most political systems has not reflected this division of labor
between elected politicians and career bureaucrats. "Aylmer in his study
of Stuart administration points out that as late as the reign of Charles I
there were not even rudimentary distinctions between politicians and ad-
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ministrators; 'policy in the modern sense scarcely existed.' "4 Similarly,
although most countries of the Third World today have organizations labeled "legislatures," "parties," and "bureaucracies," in few of these systems is power actually divided between elected politicians and career administrators. In fact, institutionalization of mass-based parties and of
professionally staffed bureaucracies is widely taken to be the hallmark of
a modern political system. The problematic relationship between these
two institutions is perhaps the distinctive puzzle of the contemporary
state, reflecting as it does the clash between the dual and conflicting imperatives of technical effectiveness and democraticresponsiveness.5
On no single dilemma has more ink been spilled by political scientists
in the last quarter-century than on the relative power and roles of the bureaucracy, on the one hand, and of representative institutions, such as
parties and legislatures, on the other. Much of the debate quite appropriately has stressed normative issues, while the empirical contributions
have emphasized institutional analysis.6 Our focus in what follows is
complementary, but different; for we want to ask not about bureaucratic
and political institutions, but about bureaucrats and politicians as policymakers. How are they different? Indeed, are they different? Do they come
from different backgrounds? Have they different priorities? Do they consider different criteria when making decisions? Do they regard public affairs and the process of policymaking differently? Have they different
world views? What do these differences, if any, imply for their relationships and for their performance as policyrnakers? What difference would
it make if all important government decisions were made by civil servants
instead of by party politicians, or vice versa?
We fully recognize that answers to such questions turn in part on institutional and structural issueson the organizational frameworks within
which bureaucrats and politicians act, struggle, calculate, seek advantage
and advancement. But we seek to move the discussion forward'by examining bureaucrats and politicians as individual policymakers, drawing on
national surveys of elected politicians and senior civil servants in seven
advanced countries: Britain, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,
Sweden, and the United States. Before describing our methods of inquiry
in detail, let us firstas a way of orienting our inquiryconsider several
possible images of the relationship between, politicians and bureaucrats.
Image I: Pollcy/Administration

The earliest theory about the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats was in many ways the simplest: politicians make policy; civil
servants administer. Politicians make decisions; bureaucrats merely implement them.
On the Continent, this traditional identification of politics and policy
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(in contradistinction to administration) is embodied in language itself
(politique, Po !Mk; politica). In the United States, an early generation of
progressive reformers emphasized the sharp distinction between the
spheres of politics and administration. Woodrow Wilson, for example,
wrote:

Administration lies outside the proper sphere of politics. Administrative questions are not political questions ... The field of administration is a field of business. It is re:noved from the hurry and strife
of politics ... It is a part of political life only as the methods of the
counting-house are a part of the life of society; only as machinery is
part of the manufactured product'
Frank Goodnow spoke for the dominant view at the turn of this century,
arguing that the functions of the state are naturally divided into the expression of the public will (politics) and the execution of that will (administration),8 and Luther Gulick added that these functions must be
kept institutionally separate: "We are faced by two heterogeneous functions, 'politics' and 'administration,' the combination of which cannot be
undertaken within the structure of the administration without producing
inefficiency."9

The official norm in every state is that civil servants obediently serve
their political "masters."I° This image of the division of labor between
politicians and bureaucrats exalts the glittering authority of the former
and cloaks the role of the latter in gray robes of anonymous neutrality. It
is congenial for both figures, and not surprisingly it remains a prominent
part of the mythology of practitioners, particularly in Europe. As B. Guy
Peters has noted, "For administrators, this presumed separation of administration and politics allows them to engage in politics without the
bother of being held accountable politically for the outcomes of their actions, [and] without the interference of political actors who might otherwise make demands upon them for the modification of those policies ...
The separation of politics and administration also allows a certain latitude to politicians . [permitting] many of the difficult decisions of modern government to be made by individuals who will not have to face the
public at a subseqirent election."11 In fact, this image does reflect the formal contrast between what happens on the floor of parliament, as major
issues are debated and "decided," and what happens instead in bureaucratic warrens, as routine applications for permits and pensions are processed.

Weber himself thought that what we have termed Image I was the ideal
relationship between politicians and administrators, but he recognized
that it was an improbable one, for the distinction between discretionary
(political) and nondiscretionary (administrative) decisions is ultimately
untenable. "Every problem, no matter how technical it might seem, can
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assume political significance and its solution can be decisively influenced

by political considerations."I2 The distinction between policy and administration, between deciding and implementing, 'resembles the fabled

Cheshire catupon examination, its substance fades, leaving only a
mocking smirk.I3

Moreover, even if civil servants wanted merely to follow ordersand
there is some evidence that many honestly dothat is a practical impossibility. Politicians lack the expertise, the information, and even the time to
decide all the thousands of policy questions that face a modern government each year. As one frustrated British. politician has written, "Ministers may bring with them broad ideas of how future policy should develop. But in the transformation of policy goals into realistic plans, in the
execution of those plans, and still more, in policy responses to new and
unexpected developments, Ministers are largely, if not wholly, dependent
on their official [civil service] advisers."14 And where bureaucrats are less
self-effacing than in Britain, their propensity to work at cross-purposes
from party politicians is greater still. Weber saw the point very clearly:
"Under normal conditions, the power position of a fully developed bureaucracy is always overtowering. The `political master' finds himself in
the position of a `dilettante' who stands opposite the 'expert' facing the
trained official who stands within the management of administration.913
In short, Image I assumes a degree of hierarchy of authority, of simplicity of decision, and of effective political supremacy that now seems
unrealistic to students of modern government. Discretion, not merely for
deciding individual cases, but for crafting the content of most legislation,

has passed from the legislature to the executive. In most countries
(though not in the United States) initiation of major bills is effectively a
monopoly of the executive, and within the executive branch elected politicians are everywhere outnumbered and outlasted by career civil servants.16 Skilled and experienced bureaucrats have gained a predominant
influence over the evolution of the agenda for decision. "As a result,"
some even claim, "bureaucratic poLacs rather than party politics has become the dominant theater of decision in the modern state."17 Whether or ,
not this extreme view is accurate, even the most conventionally minded
participants in the process admit that bureaucrats today do more than
merely implement decisions taken elsewhere. Only I percent of the senior
civil servants we interviewed and only 15 percent of the members of parliament agreed unreservedly with the view that "a senior civil servant

should limit his activity to the precise application of the law."18 He
should not, because as a practical matter, he cannot. At least at the more
senior levels of government, Image I is not an adequate account of the
division of labor between politicians and bureaucrats.
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Image

Facts/Interests

This second image assumes that both politicians and civil servants participate in making policy, but that they make distinctive contributions. Civil
servants bring facts and knowledge; politicians, interests and values. Civil
servants bring neutral expertisewill it work?while politicians bring
political sensitivitywill it fly? Civil servants thus emphasize the technical efficacy of policy, while politicians emphasize its responsiveness to relevant constituencies.
The logic behind this image has been most clearly articulated by Herbert Simon. He suggests that we regard "the process of human choice as a
process of 'drawing conclusioni from premises.' It is therefore the premise
(and a large number of these are combined in every decision) rather than
the whole decision that serves as the smallest unit of analysis." Arguing
that the premises involved in policymaking can be classified as either factual (descriptive) or evaluative (preferential), he proposes that we seek
"procedural devices permitting a more effective separation of the factual
and ethical elements in decisions," and "a more effective division of labor
between the policy-forming and administrative agencies." In this division
of labor administrators provide expertise, while "democratic institutions

[composed of elected politicians] find their principal justification as a
procedure for the validation of value judgments."I9
Image II finds expression in contrasts between "political rationality"
and "administrative rationality." Fritz Morstein Marx, for example, observed that

administrative rationality often has little appeal to the political

mind, whether in the executive branch or in the legislative body. The
political decision-maker, bent upon his aims, is often impatient with
dispassionate reasoning, except in small doses. He does not like to
face the dreadful array of pertinent facts, especially when he is cast
in the role of the special pleader ... Exceptional political maturity is
required for public opinion and party leaders to welcome the role of
the bureaucracy in putting proposed policy to the acid test of causeand-effect relationships.

The role of bureaucratic expertise, as Morstein Marx saw it, is to supplement the "unrestrained interaction of political forces" and the "crude test
of political influence" as a basis for public policy.20 Karl Mannheim put a
more critical twist on the same fundamental distinction in his passing, but
insightful, observation that "the fundamental tendency of all bureaucratic thought is to turn all problems of politics into problems of administration."21 To this others have replied (referring to politicians' concerns
with patronage, logrolling, and special interests) that the fundamental
tendency of political thought is to turn problems of administration into
problems of politics.
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Image II is related to typologies of policymakers in nondemocratic
states too, as in the common distinction in Communist regime: between
"reds" and "experts." But in the case of democracies, Image H assigns to
politicians the special task of articulating and balancing and mediating
diverse claims and divergent interests, of formulating and reformulating
and resolving social conflicts. As expressed in Image II, the work of politicians reflects a conception of the public interest based oo the rights of
contending intorocic to put forth their dilnan,le, whereas the work of civil
servants entails a holistic conception of the public interest !used on objectively fixed standards and informed judgment.22 In this theory, while
bureaucrats should be responsive to political direction, their responsiveness

is not intended to make the bureaucracy a partisan fighter for politically defined policy. Of course, insofar as government functions as
the coordinator of interests in accordance with its program, it is
bound to favor certain interests and to show itself indifferent or hostile toward others. That is a matter of the political course and properly within the responsibility of the government in power ... For itself, however, the bureaucracy is not entitled to acknowledge or even
to cultivate friends and foes among the organized interests. If it did,
it could not be impartial. It must seek to advance the general interest
and to guard its neutrality toward the special interests?'
As later chapters will show, Image II finds some resonance in our empirical evidence, including in particular our findings about the distinctive
sorts of criteria that politicians and bureaucrats bring to bear on discussions of public issues. However, a number of students of government and
ponc7,-,naking have adduced evidence in recent years that seriously calls
into question the accuracy of this image as a comprehensive account of

the division of labor between bureaucrats and politicians. On the one
hand, the increasing educational standards and professionalization of
politicians reduces the plausibility of Image II's suggestion that bureaucrats monopolize expertise.24 More importantly, numerous studies have
called attention to the role of bureaucratic agencies in mobilizing and
mediating sectoral interests.
"In the quest for power," writes Francis L. Rourke, "every executive
agency is heavily dependent upon its skill at cultivating public support.

The administrator, like the politician, must nurseis constituency to ensure his own survival, and the task of creating a continuing fund of public
support is an indispensable part of bureaucratic statecraft."25 Quite apart

from these perhaps self-serving efforts of bureaucratic entrepreneurs,
contemporary administrators, some have argued, are inevitably thrust
into the role of intt,rest management. Legislators unable to reach consensus on general policy often effectively delegate the reconciliation of
conflicting interests to administrative agenciesfor example, in the bland
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charge to grant licenses "in tit:: public interest." As Rourke has said, "bureaucratic policy making in domestic areas commonly represents a reconciliation of conflizting group interests as much as it does the application
of expertise toward the solution of particular problems."28 As early as
1936, Pendleton Herring claimed that "the solution of the liberal democratic state must lie in establishing a working relationship between the

bureaucrats and the special interestsa relationship that will enable the
former to carry out the purpose of the state and the latter to realize their
own ends."27 Some American scholars have traced this more "political"
function of bureaucrats to peculiar features of American national politics,

such as the fragmentation of authority,28 and we shall return to this
themc of American exceptionalism later. But it is relevant here to note
that observers of the European scene have described a comparable phenomenon. Renate Mayntz and Fritz Scharpf, referring to policymaking
in Germany, for example, claim that "it is the ministries and not parliament or the political parties to which organized interests turn first, where
they argue their demands in detail, and to whom they present information in support of their claims."29 In responding to these representations,
European bureaucrats are hardly engaged in the neutral exercise of antiseptic expertise. James B. Christoph has said of the British case, "While
part of the job of civil servants is to analyze, verify, and cost the claims of
such groups, and forward them to higher centers of decision, it would be
unnatural if officials did not identify in some way with the interests of
their clienteles, and within the overall framework of current governme.
policy advance claims finding favor in the department."3° To accommodate such observations, we need to formulate yet a third account of the
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats.
Image III: Energy /Equilibrium

According to Image III, both bureaucrats and. politicians engage in policymaking, and both are concerned with politics. The real distinction between them is this: whereas politicians articulate broad, diffuse interests
of unorganized inuividuals, bureaucrats mediate narrow, focused interests of organized clienteles. In this interpretation of the division of labor,
politicians are passionate, partisan, idealistic, even ideological; bureaucrats are, by contrast, prudent, centrist, practical, pragmatic. Politicians
seek publicity, raise innovative issues, and are energizing to the policy
system, whereas bureaucrats prefer the back room, manage incremental
adjustments, and provide policy equilibrium (per Webster's, "a state of
balance between opposing forces or actions"). Let us explore this image
in more detail.
Reflecting on British policymaking, Richard Rose has noted: "In theory, ministers are meant to communicate the ends of policy to civil ser-
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vants, who then devise administrative means to carry out the wishes of
their minister. In this formulation, the roles of politician and civil servant
are separate and complementary. In practice, policymaking usually develops dialecticaily; both poiiticians and civii servants review political
and administrative implications of a major policy."31 For this reason sensitivity to political interests is a necessary part of the job of a senior civil
servant. But the interests to which civil servants are sensitive are generally
quite focused, for their world is mostly defined by departmental boundaries, and thus the interests of the department's organized clientele bulk

particularly large. As a Canadian civil servant has observed bluntly,
"That's part of the department's job, to advocate the case of the groups it
works with."32

The role of a civil servant brings him into frequent contact with his department's clientele. The following description of British civil servants
could easily be applied to their counterparts in other countries: "[In] both
the pre- and post-legislative stages civil servants are in steady contact
with those pressure groups likely to be affected by proposed changes
obtaining technical information on the anticipated effects of new rules,
bargaining from the knowledge of what is apt to be their minister's final
position, getting consent in advance whenever possible, satisfying the unwritten British requirement that consultation with interests precede government action, testing for their minister the temperature of the political
water about to be stirred up."33 In many countries this process of consultation has spawned hundreds of specialized consultative committees
dominated by civil s-rvants and private members often nominated by
civil servants. On these committees party politicians are most notable by
their relative absence. Through such channels civil servants and interest
groups enter into a symbiotic relationship.34 From it emerges what in
Britain is termed the "Whitehall consensus," in which it becomes quite
unclear whether the primary initiative comes from the bureaucrats or the
interest groups.
In sum, in Image III the role of civil servants is one of registering the
resultant of the parallelogram of organized political forces. It is important
to note three limitations on this administrative process of interest aggregation. First, unorganized interests are largely ignored. As Mayntz. and
Scharpf remark about the German case, for example: "Because of their

limited work capacity, the federal departments restrict their search for
relevant situational information to contacts with the major organized interests. This means that they can [not] and do not systematically inquire
into the situation and wishes of socioeconomic groups which are not organized and have a low potential of engaging in conflict with the administration, or of creating political difficulties:"35 Politicians, by contrast,
have some incentive to articulate unorganized interests in their unending
search for novel and attractive electoral appeals. Samuel Huntington has
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noted, in the case of the United States, "Congress's position as the representative of unorganized interests of individuals."3' In Europe, where
party strength reduces the need for individual politicians to engage in retail coalition building, their ^-pacity for attending to broader, rnass-bascd
interests is greater still.
The second limitation on interest aggregation by bureaucrats is that

typically they do not bridge the divisions between functional sectors.
Damgaard's description of administrative policymaking in Denmark is
typical: "Most ministries have well-organized clientele, such as farmers,
workers, businessmen, students, teachers, or retired people. The overall
political function involves making decisions affecting those groups' diverse interests. In carrying out this function, politicians get only a little
help from their civil servants because the latter usually identify with a
certain section of society or, at least, do not want any trouble with the

groups in question ... Therefore, what we actually find is not rational
policymaking, but 'segmented incrementalism' in terms of the allocation
of resources and services."37 Civil servants necessarily are tuned to a
rather narrow band of the spectrum of political interests, whereas politicians receive and transmit over a somewhat broader band. Mediating
among interests within a single sector is largely the responsibility of bureaucrats, but cross-sector aggregation of interestsfarmers and consumers or labor unions and managementis typically the province of politicians.
The third distinctive limitation, of administrative interest aggregation is
that bureaucrats typically take the existing parallelogram of political

forces as a given, whereas politicians can and often do relax that constraint. The more extensive political contacts and skills of the politician
enable him or her to mobilize a wider range of potentially destabilizing
political forces. Moreover, political ideals and ideologies ca.- provide politicians with a point of critical leverage beyond the existing correlation of
forcesa sense of how society night be organized differently, some notion of how to get there, and an emotional commitment that is sometimes
infectious.

Indeed, one striking difference that many observers have noted between politicians and bureaucrats is one of temperament. Politiciansat
least many of themhave ideals and partisan passions in a degree quite
alien to most civil servants. For instance, more than twice as many British
MPs, as contrasted with their civil service compatriots, agree unreservedly with the view that "only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or
cause does life become meaningful."38 One civil servant has written:
"There is no need for the administrator to be a man of ideas. His distinguishing quality should be rather a certain freedom from ideas. The idealism and the most vicious appetites of the populace are equal before
him:939
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Prudence, practicality, moderation, and avoidance of risk are the preferred traits of a civil servant; only a politician could have termed extremism a virtue and moderation a vice. The difference in temperament can be
traced in large part to career channeling. "The merit bureaucracy is not
the place for those who want ... to rise fast, to venture far, or to stand on
their own."4° On the other hand, electoral and party politics reward one

who will dare greatly and beclme identified with larger passions and
ideals, "a tribune of the people," as Aneurin Bevan said, 'coming to
make his voice heard in the seats of power.' ' Short-run political feasibility is a much greater constraint for inc bureaucratic --"--' than for this
breed of politician.
Both politicians and bureaucrats, in Image III, need political skills, but
not the same political skills. They may be of the same genus, but they are
not the same species. The natural habitat of the politician is the public
podium, whereas the bureaucrat is found seated at a committee table.
Christoph's observation about Britain applies more widely: "The committee is the chief instrument of government ... Civil servants lubricate
this process in their own special way: they are renowned as masters of the
arts of committeemanship, of achieving consensus whenever possible
through compromise behind closed doors."42
A British civil servant summarizes his criterion for political success
(and by implicit contrast, the criterion that politicians would use instead):
"The administrator steers what may appear to be a craven course among
the various pressures of public and still more of semi-public opinion and
the opinion of groups, and his concern is to come off with victory, not in
the sense that his opinion prevails, for he has no right to on; but in the
sense that at the end he is still upright, and the forces around him have
achieved a momentary balance."'
How do these differences between politicians and bureaucrats, as embodied in Image III, affect their performances as policymakers? In the
first place, the two groups are likely to place somewhat different issues on
the public agenda, for issues arise for them in somewhat different ways.
As Mayntz and Scharpf report from their study of policymaking in the
German bureaucracy, "the impulses for initiatives originating in the [administrative] section come from the observation of. developments in the
field, from contact with the clientele, or from the feedback produced by
presently operating programs.' Politicians, on the other hand, have political antennae that are sensitive to more diffuse sorts of public discontent. Moreover, their more fully developed partisan ideologies mean that
their attention is apt to be aroused by discrepancies between social realities and political ideals. They are more likely than bureaucrats to.nominate for the public agenda problems that are highlighted by philosophical
principles, such as equality or liberty, even though those problems lie beyond the bounds of the current social consensus. Though,bureaucrats are
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in some senses political, they could hardly have produced the neoconser"vative policies of Britain's prime minister Margaret Thatcher, nor would
they have come up with the populist proposals of the Labour radical
Anthony Wedgwood Benn. As P,ichard Rose has asserted, "The distinctive claim of parties is to review questions of public choice in the light of
more general values and principles."45
Inherent in administrative policymaking as described by Image III is a
sense of the near inevitability of the status quo, likely produced more by
procedural or temperamental conservatism than by conservative political
ideology. A close observer of British polieynntkers reports that "in the absence of contrary instructions from their political masters, officials normally frame policy programs which fit within the context of the existing
objectives pursued by their department. Innovation and radical change
are not commonly the product of proposals generated within the Civil
Service."46 This special sensitivity of bureaucrats to precedent and continuity is hardly peculiar to Britain. A study of high-level civil servants in
Germany, for example, concludes that policymaking for them "means
overwhelmingly to improve on existing policy rather than starting something entirely new."47
It is not merely a preference fcr the quiet life that biases administrative
decision making against radical change. Because of their close interaction
with relevant interests and their aversion to public controversy, civil servants are particularly prone to engage in anticipatory conflict management, seeking consensus among the relevant participants before a proposal is actually put forward. "This means in effect that the operative
units of the bureaucracy will minimize the conflict potential of their projects by adjusting their content to the opposition they meet or anticipate.
More often than not, the result of such adjustments is a reactive and incremental rather than active policy."48 Administrative policymaking is
thus a kind of liberum reio group politics, in which strenuous objections
any quarter are likely to be accepted:19

Bureaucrats may. front t! sense of professionalism and public spirit,
-:rive to achieve. the public interest. But if they are left to live with
organized groups without political supervision, they may find it impractical, politically dangerous, and finally unnecessary and uncivil

to 0-ftne the public interest in ways offensive to the most active
.tful, even cooperative participants s°

Richard Rose has aptly termed this type of politics "government by
directionless consensus ... In the absence of a forceful partisan initiative,
providing both protection and direction, the simplest course of action is
for administrators to seek out the lowest common denominator of opinions among affected interests ... The process of building consensus becomes the end toward which government works."51 Of course, the con-
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sensus of opinion may change, allowing policy to follow in its train, but
lacking partisan ideologies or political contacts outside the narrow range
pf organized interests, bureaucrats are unlikely themselves to stimulate
this sort of change. Because the pattern of "consultation" is designed to
provide stability for the existing equilibrium among the affected interests,
the result is more likely to be what Beer has termed "pluralistic stagnation" and what others have labeled "liberal corporatism."52
It would, of course, be a mistake to assume that politicians are wholly
immune to this type of policymaking. But Image III asserts that broader,
all,
issues arc iikr.15 to
only by politicians. This is particularly true of issues that involve some
redistribution in the underlying social allocation of power. For example,
Gerhard Lehmbruch has contrasted the patterns of German policymaking on cartel legislation, which involved marginal adjustments within the
business sector, and on codetermination, which involved a fundamental
clash between the interests of labor and management. In the former case,
"the essential bargaining took place between the administration and business representatives and largely outside the party system," while in the
latter case, "it was no longer the administration that served as the 'turntable,' but rather the party system." Lehmbruch summarizes:

"
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On the one hand, if there exists a high level pf conflict (particularly
on "redistributive" issues), it is probable that the party system possesses a greater capacity for consensus-building, si;itz its flexibility is
greater and thresholds of consensus are lower. To put it the other
way around, consensus-building and problem-solving in a corporatist subsystem of interest representation depend on a rather low level
of conflict intensity because of the high threshold imposed by (de
facto or de jure) unanimity rules which are essential to its functioning.s3

For these reasons, Image III asserts, the policymaking influence of civil
servants tends to diminish or even vanish at moments of acute social crisis

or major reforms. Bernard Gournay notes: "The high administration
seems to have had no major or direct influence on the outcome of political crises in France during the last decades."54 Mayntz and Scharpf report from Germany that
policy initiatives which are long-range in time perspective, of broad
scope, and deal with controversial questions, are usually of central
origin. If one traces the genesis of those policy decisions made in the
policy,
past few years which possess these characteristics of an E4-..
they are found to originate quite often within the political executif,e
(cabinet) or parliament."
Mattei Dogan concludes that

most major reforms, some of a revolutionary nature, introduced
throughout liberated Europe just after the war, were neither inspired
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nor formulated by the high administration, even though there were a
few important exceptions such as the Beveridge plan for British social security. The directing staffs of political partit:s were, at that
time, the principal actors and enactors .56
The role of policy innovator and energizer might seem to be peculiarly
cast for left-wing politicians. Richard Crossman, a leading Labour party
minister, argued for example that "if a politician enters Whitehall without a manifesto, without a programme, he is lost; and they [the civil service) will tell him what to do, although the only point of his being there is
to be a catalytic irritant in the departments. "37 But a strikingly similar
analysis was offered by one of his Conservative opponents: "The minister
should offer philosophical, intellectual leadership ... Only ministers can
make major changes; proposals generated by civil servants are bound to
put safety first."ss Canadian prime minister Pierre Trudeau put the matter with characteristic directness: "We aren't here just to manage departments; we want to see change." s9

It is occasionally supposed that in some Continental cases, such as
France, administrators can provide this sort of impetus for major reform.
But after a careful review, Alfred Diamant concluded: "The French experience would indicate that, in fact, during periods of political indecision
the grand corps do not really govern the country, they simply continue
routine operations, maintain the status quo, and protect their own interests. It would seem, particularly from the experience of the Fourth Republic, that under then prevailing conditions the administration could
carry on from day to day, but it could not carry through radical innovations. There was no lack of ideas, plans, proposals, but in the absence of a
determined political will these plans remained dormant.." 0 This, then, is
the division of labor between politicians and bureaucrats as portrayed in
Image III. We shall see that in certain important respects it is consistent
with the evidence from our surveys.

Image W: The Pure Hybrid

It will not have escaped the attentive reader that our first three images
suggest a progressively greater degree of overlap between the roles of bureaucrat and politician, nor that the intellectual origins of the three conceptions are progressively more recent. Image I, which offers the starkest
differentiation, emerged in the last half of the nineteenth century, as the
Weberian distinction between professional bureaucrats and party politicians was itself crystallizing. Image II, which admits a certain policymak-

ing role for civil servants, can be roughly dated to the first half of the
twentieth century, whereas Image III, which concedes to bureaucrats a
rather more "political" role, has br4m extracted primarily from writings
of the last several dtcades. Ac.uming a rough, if lagged, correspondence
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realities and scholarly interpretations, this
progression is at least consistent with the notion that in bebavioral terms
the two roles have been convergingperhaps reflecting, as some have argued, a "politicization" of the bureaucracy and a "bureaucratization" of
politics
ss
Carrying this notion to its logical conclusion, Image IV suggests
speculatively that the last quarter of this century is witnessing the virtual
disappearance of the Weberian distinction between the roles of politician
and bureaucrat, producing what we might label a "pure hybrid."
To be sure, ever since the appearance of cabinets responsible to parliab--tween government

1

flunk (or prftsitientS): ministers hlWe occupied a Janus-like role: at the top

of departments, facing simultaneously inward as administrators and outward as political leaders, though perhaps giving special attention to one
or the other facet of their complex role. But the trend that we .re here addressing extends well beyond the long-established dualistic position of
the minister.
The organizational format for this trend varies from country to country. In some systems such as France and Japan, a key factor is the high
rate of personnel circulation between the political and administrative
career ladders. An increasingly common pattern in the Fifth Republic,
for example, has been for a bright and ambitious civil servant to enter a
ministerial cabinet, where his political skills are honed, followed some
years later by a move into the political elite (typically, though not always,

in the ranks of the ruling party).62 One such figurePresident Giscard
has, of course, reached the very pinnacle of the French political system. A

roughly similar syndrome has characterized career r ..trns in postwar
Japan.63

In Britain and Germany, harbingers of the hybrid figure may be found
in the introduction of politically sympathetic "outsiders" or "irregulars"
into positions once reserved for career civil servants. In 1964 Harold Wilson imported into the central administration a small but potentially significant number of partisan appointees who were neither career civil servants nor MPs. The govenunent of Edward Heath that followed created
the post of "political secretary" to individual ministers and introduced a
Central Policy Review Staff, peopled by numbers of what Americans
would term "in-and-outers." None of these experiments were judged
wholly successful by their sponsors, but all are symptomatic of a need felt
by both parties for a type of official who combines substantive expertise
with political commitment."
In the German case, acti party membership among senior civil servants has long been common, as has the presence of a substantial number
of ex-bureaucrats in the Bundestag. A further step was taken by Willy
Brandt's government after 1969, when it brought into the top layers of the
Socialist-Liberal administration a sizable number of Aussenseiter, experts

with long-standing ties to one of the coalition parties. Mayntz and
Scharpf maintain that the function of such figures
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can be defined as the integration of politics with administration.
More exactly, the divisional leaders have to articulate two sets or de-

cision criteria with each other: those of technical knowledge and
substantive expertise with those of political strategy .. , To be able to
perform this integrating function, divisional leaders must be able to
speak the language of the politician as well as of the bureaucrat, they
must be men of two worlds as it were ... This is in fact asking too
much of many career civil servants and gives a distinct advantage to
the external recruit with an unusual career, the marginal type with
multiple reference groupsprovided he is able to develop a second
identity as a bureaucrat's

In a number of countries the appearance of pure hybrids has been associated with an expansion of key central agencies, such as the cabinet
office, the chancellery, and the White House staff, which hrm absorbed
increasing numbers of political administrators in virtually every country
of the West over the last decade. The best study of these "super:11=ucrats" is the research of Colin Campbell and George'
)wski, initially
in Canea and now being extended to Britain, the
ded States, and
Switzerland. In the Canadian case, the .;tall members of these central
agencies differ from more traditional civil servants in the broader, more
flexible authority they enjoy; in their greater social representativeness
and substantive innovativeness; and in their recognition of the legitimacy
of politicsnot merely in the sense of responsiveness to clientele interests, but in the broader sense that Image III ascribes to politicians alone.
One indguing organizational sign of the mergins or the roles of politician and bureaucrat in Canada is the growing custom of ministers' delegating their attendance at cabinet committee meetin3s to their civil service aides."
Still another interesting variation on this theme is the distinction within
the Swedish central government between "ministries," small policymaking staffs working directly with cabinet ministers, and "administrative
boards," much larger agencies charged with the day-to-day implementation of existing policies. Evidence from our own survey in Sweden verifies
that ministry officials are significantly more "political" in background
and outlook than their counterparts on the administrative boards 67
The line between political and administrative leadership has been tra-

ditionally more blurred in the United States than in Europe. Hugh
Heclo's study of executive politici in Washington makes it clear that this

blurring has accelerated in recent years. "If anything, the position of
higher civil servants and the lines between political and career appointments have become even more complex and uncertain. 'In my mind,' said
an intimate White House aide of a former President, 'the whole politicalbureaucracy thing is all mixed up. I don't have a strong sense of where

the line's drawn?'
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Like us, Heclo finds that career officials hold nominally political positions, and conversely, that there is political influence over appointments
to nominally civil service slots. "Whatever the intricacies of body counts
in the personnel system, the major point is that somewhere in this smudgy
zone between top presidential appointees and the several thousand officials below them, the vital interface of political administration occurs.'
Heclo concludes:
Political appointments to positions of executive leadership (once the
domain of party men) have taken on more of the enlarged, specialized, and layered characteristics of the bureaucracy. Old-fashioned
patronage influences in the civil service have been augmented by in-

creased attention not only to controlling the bureaucracy but to
identifying the higher civil service with the particular policies and
purposes of the White House."

In short: the bureaucratization of politics and the politicization of bureaucracy.

At the opposite end of Pennsylvania Avenue, further evidence for the
emergence of our pure hybrid type could doubtless be found in the exploding profusion of congressional staffers, bound more tightly to their
political patrons than most political executives, ba', increasingly expert
and involved in substantive policymaking. The expansion of legislative
staffs in this country and (to a much smaller degree) elsewhere has been
justified as a way of enabling politicians to counterbalance the growing
influence of the permanent executive. Some keen observers fear, however, that the real danger may lie in the subordination of political judgment in both branches of government to the overriding perspective of ex-

pertise." In any event, the trend seems consistent with our tentative
hypothesis about the convergence of the roles of bureaucrat and politician.

If this sort of convergence is indeed under way, it may mark the demise
of what we may call the Weberian epoch of modern government, the ana-

lytic construct from which our study began. On the other hand, these
conjectures remain speculative. Throughout the industrialized democracies today most policymakers still fall rather naturally into one or the
other of our two basic categoriespoliticians and bureaucrats. While
straining for a glimpse of tha future, we should not mistake it for the
present.

Precisely because most of the figures that we have tentatively classified
as pure hybrids are still relatively rare in most countries, and are typically
found in novel niches such as cabinet offices, ministerial cabinets, and legislative staffs, our own surveys of more conventionally defined senior civil
servants and parliamentary politicians are not aptly designed to test the
hypotheses embodied in Image IV.72 Nevertheless, recognition of this hypothetical merger of the roles of bureaucrat and politician can sensitize us
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to possible convergences in the backgrounds, outlooks, and behavior of
the groups we have surveyed.
We have carefully chosen to refer to four "images" of the relationship
between bureaucrats and politicians, rather than "models" or "theories."
We do not propose to "test" these images in any rigorous way, rejecting
some and perhaps confirming one or another. Rather, we intend to use
these four interpretations of the. division of labor between politicians and
bureaucrats as searchlights for illuminating empirical patterns in our
data. Our basic question, to repeat, is this: in what T;iays are bureaucrats
and politicians, as policymakers, similar and in what ways are they different?

We stress our interest in bureaucrats and politicians as policymakers,
because each group also engages in activities that are only indirectly related to their joint concern with policy. Bureaucrats, for example, often
have substantial responsibilities for managing the administrative machinery of government and fo., routine implementation of past decisions.
They may spend much of their time letting contracts, hiring subordinates,
redrawing organization charts, writing regulations, and 'so on. On the
other hand, politicians spend much of their energies on electoral and
party affairsmending fences, mapping tactics, meeting the media, and
so on. Despite the importance of such entries in the daily agendas of politicians and bureaucrats, these activities usually fall clearly into the province of one group or the other. We have chosen to concentrate instead on
shared functions and "contested territory," that is, on those policymaking
activities that involve both groups, at least potentially. We shall explore
the more specialized or distinctive features of each role only insofar as
those activities affect each group's policymaking behavior. We also emphasize that our respondents occupy senior positions in their national
policymaking communities, for as we noted earlier, the appropriateness
of one or another of the four images is quite likely to vary from level to
level within the governmental apparatus. In general, we conjecture that
Image I and perhaps Image II are particularly appropriate at lower levels
in the government hierarchy, whereas Image III and perhaps Image IV
are more accurate at higher levels.
Because our study design and to some extent our language here impose
a formal dichotomy on the universe of government policymakers, it is
important to clarify that we do not assume that the two sets of officials are
internally homogeneous and externally competitive. We recognize, and
our data confirm, that both bureaucrats and politicians are rather heterogeneous lots of individuals. This heterogeneity characterizes the sorts of
variables that will be at the center of our analysis, such as political sensitivity and role conceptions, and it is also characteristic of the positions of
these policymakers on concrete policy issues. Rafe: 'deed are issues that
pit politicians as a group against bureaucrats as a group. Much more
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common are alliances that cut across the two roles. We accept as generally true of modem government Ezra Suleiman's conclusion in the
french case that policy outcomes reflect, not domination by civil servants, nor by politicians, but rather, shifting coalitions that include members of both groups." Similarly, we do not assume that relations between
bureaucrats and politicians are necessarily competitive and antagonistic.
On the contrary, for some (though not all) of our countries, we could
borrow the following description of relations between civil service and
political elites in postwar Norway: "This relation has been characterized
more by cooperation and a mutually satisfactory division of labor than by
conflict and encroachment on one another's domain.""
In order to generalize about the comparison between bureaucrats and
politicians in modem government, unobscured by national idiosyncracies
or institutional peculiarities, it was essential that our analysis include a
number of different countries. Some scholars, for example, have suggested that U.S. congressmen tend to be more parochial in orientation
than federal executives, but it seems at least possible that this localism,
rather than being endemic to the role of politician, might result instead
from the extraordinarily decentralized American party system." We felt
that this possibility could be checked by including in our survey countries
such as Britain, with its highly centralized party system.
Because our data cover several countries, they reveal many interesting
cross-national differences among bureaucrats and among politicians. It
would be tempting to explore these cross-national comparisons in some
detail. for they often suggest fascinating insights into comparative politics
and comparative administration. For reasons of time and space, however,

we shall for the most part resist the temptation to wander down these
byways, except insofar as they are directly relevant to our central concern: the relationship between bureaucrats and politicians."
In that context one important contrast to keep in mind is that between
the United States and Europe. Historically, sociologically, and consttutionally, European systems share more common traits than any of them
does with the United States. We cannot here synthesize the voluminous
literature on American er.-,eptionalism. It will be useful, nonetheless, to
review briefly some American peculiarities that bear on the relationship
between bureaucrats and politicians.
Constitutionally, American government is usually described as
embodying a "division of powers," but in practice, as Richard E. Neustadt has noted, American government is more accurately described as
"separated institutions sharing powers [in other words, functions]. "" The
relatively clear division of labor between parliament and the executive
that characterizes European governments is absent on this side of the Atlantic. In consequence, public authority here is institutionally fragmented
and shared. Samuel Huntington has said, "America perpetuated [from

the model of Tudor England] a fusion of functions and a division of
power, while Europe developed a differentiation of functions and a centralization of power."28
Congress plays a more powerful and independeat role in formulating
policy and overseeing its implementation than do its sister legislatures in
Europe. Whereas the legislative agenda of European parliaments is typically under the control of the government of the day, "half of the major
legislation enacted by Congress in the last century has, in its entirety or in
large part, been the result of congressional initiative and innovativeness."1? Moreover, congressional oversight is substantially more detailed
and effective than in Europe; indeed, it has h.= claimed that "many administrative officials now receive a good deal more day-to-day guidance

from Congressmen than they get from the President.'" The swollen
staffs of Congress, occasionally the envy of European parliamentarians,
are the natural concomitant of this expansive congressional role in national policymaking.
The American electoral and party systems ate also distinctive. Singlemember districts and party weakness require congressmen to articulate
and respond to short-term demands and particularistic interests to a degree unusual among European legislators. Conversely, the less unified
American parties have a weaker capacity than have the European parties
to transform the articulation of demands into a coherent political force.
Another result of congressional strength and party weakness is that the
pattern of consultation that in Europe links interest groups and civil servants is expanded in the United States to include congressional committees, producing the famous (or infamous) "iron triangles" that are at the

heart of pelicymaking and poky implementation in many functional
sectors of American govemment.8I Weak parties and shared responsibil-

ities mean that "the American system of politics does not generate
enough power at any focal point of leadership to provide the conditions
for an even partially successful divorce of politics from administration."82
On the administrative side, the American bureaucracy lacks the predemocratic legitimacy that attaches to the monarchical, ex-monarchical,
or Napoleonic bureaucracies of Europe. "Partly because they enjoyed a
security of position that American bureaucracies lacked, and partly because of the conventions of the parliamentary system, executive agencies
in European states have historically had less reason and less opportunity
to engage in direct political activity of the sort that is common in the
United States."83 We have already noted one consequence of this contrast, namely, that the distinction between civil servants and political appointees is much more blurred in this country than in Europe. Moreover,
American administrators have long had responsibility for promoting
their policies and mobilizing their constituencies with an overtness and
an intensity that is foreign to the European tradition. This practice, to-
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gether with the weakness of American parties, has meant ironically that
the U.S. bureaucracy has been recognized as a channel of representation
rivaling Congress anti, moreover, we that aggregates interests in a manner that is hardly less comprehensive or progressive."
Thus, history has bequeathed to American policymakers a system that
minimizes institutional distinctiveness and Maximizes the propensity for
officials throughout the system to share skills and outlooks across the formal boundary between politician and bureaucrat. The institutional division of labor is far less tidy in America than in Europe, and we should
expect this contrast to be mirrored in our surveys of bureaucrats and politicians."
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Is there a radical approach to public
administration?
Patrick Dunleavy
Public administration focuses pre-eminently on the institutions, organizational
structures and decision/implementation processes of government. It is largely

a 'formal' field, concerned with arrangements and procedures for making
decisions, rather than with the substance or impacts of these decisions. It is
also a relatively micro-level subject, often concerned with description rather
than with macro-themes or large scale theorizing. Finally it is an area of
study which is quite largely 'applied' and closely linked with practical
problems and practiced solutions; it is or should be concerned with
'administration in the sense which is synonymous with organizing, managing
or just "getting things done" (Pitt and Smith 1981,10).
But none of these characteristics justify the view held by many writers and
administrators that public administration is a theory-less field of study or

one which carries no connections with broader approaches to the study of
society or to political theories and commitments. The existing literature is as
a matter of fact, strikingly homogenous in approach, with most writers being
pluralists in their intellectual approach and small 'c' conservatives of varying
hues in their political views. But this rather cosy picture has already come
under sustained attack by theorists of the 'new right', deriving their inspiration from public choice theory and mounting a root and branch critique of

mainstream views of the nature of bureaucracy, sound administrative
principles, the role of local goveinment, and the operations of legislatures
(Ostrom and Ostrom 1971). They perceive an 'intellectual crisis' in mainstream

public administration, stemming from a damaging and limiting

set of

assumptions which have prevented writers in the field from thinking critically
about the 'deep structure' of their approach. This critique has a great deal of

force, even if the new right literature itself is largely vitiated by arbitrary
assumptions and incoherent reasoning. (Niskanen 1971; Auster and Silver
1979; Tiebout 1057).
My purpose in this paper is to consider whether there is any body of work
at all comparable to 'new right' work, but formulated from a radical
perspective. Is there a radical approach to public administration, one which
offers a decent set of insights into the field of conventional topics and defines

a distinct theoretical perspective from which further work could be undertaken? I take it that the mainstream answer to this question is implicitly
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negative, since possible radical approaches are mentioned hardly at all in the
literature. But since the mainstream literature also conspicuously ignores the
well-developed new right view (despite it's having bait articulated now for
at least ten years and despite its coverage of virtually all significant areas of
the field), I also take it that the mainstream verdict cannot be accepted
without further inspection.

What sort of approach might count as 'radical', either in intellectual
terms or in terms of practical politics? One obvious answer might seem to be
orthodox Marxism and political movements which adopt Marxist theory as

their czntral ideological pillar, such as communist parties. In fact I shall
barely mention such approaches in what follows. Orthodox Marxism is
grounded in labour theory of v.ziue economics and historical materialism. It

says next to nothing of significance about the internal organization of
government, tending indeed to adopt a monolithic view of the 'capitalist
state' as an undiffercntiated social actor (but see also Therborn 1978). And

communist party approaches to practical public administration are
distinguished chiefly by a stifling and unthinking conservatism. Whilst they
officially espouse variant; of the Leninist doctrine that public administration
can be handed over directly to ordinary workers to run (Wright 1978, ch.4)
all communist regimes (with the possible partial exception of Yugoslavia) in
practice operate a nakedly technocratic form of government (Lindblom 1977,

pt.IV). Th? only innovation in communist states' organization of public
administration is their subordination of government organs at every level of

the state to a vast, authoritarian counter-bureaucracy in the form of the
Communist party. I take it as axiomatic that whilst such systems may be
worth studying for their intrinsic interest (particularly as exemplars of the
patholoaical growth of bureaucracy), they offer no possibility of insights into

the operations of public administration in a liberal democracy or into its
development in forms consistent with increasing popular control of
government.
Instead I define radical approaches in terms of broadly socialist theories

and parties (or party sections) w.uch fully accept the value of liberal
democracy and seek to develop it only in ways which are consistent with
free elections, free speech, and the preservation and extention of civil
liberties. In theoretical terms the main bodies of thought involved are some
forms of unorthodox, democratized neo-Marxism and radical forms of social
and political thought derived from the work of Max Weber. Both these
differ from orthodox Marxism in accepting that the political system needs to
be explained in terms of its own dynamics, and not simply reduced to
pre-determined consequences of changes in the economic 'base' of society.
In terms of practical politics, a radical approach to public administration
might be linked with left socialist parties or groupings in larger social
democratic parties, chiefly the Partie Socialiste in France, the centre to left
sections of the British Labour party, left social democrats in West Germany
and Scandinavia, and possibly the most libemi wing of the still Eurocommunist
Italian Communist party.

Assessing the usefulness of a radical approach to public administration
involves looking at the basic characteristics or themes in such an approach;

65

62

at those areas where the perspective has been applied to concrete institutional
analysis; and finally at the contribution which such an approach might make
to the future development of public administration.

New Themes in Public Administration

The essential problems which have promoted the emergence of a radical
perspective on public administration are the post-war growth of the public

sector into the 'extended state' found in most advanced industrialized
countries, and the apparent major hiatus or possible turning point currently

evident in this growth process. The radical toolkit for handling these
problems has five main components.

Firstly, the radical approach is highly sceptical of explanations of these
developments phrased in terms of the conscious motives and actions of
particular individuals, especially the 'face value' interpretations which still
predominate in much conventional public administration. Radical writers
adopt a number of different positions in explaining why academic analysis
must seek to penetrate behind administrative actors' subjective views of the
processes within 7.:hich they are enmeshed. At one end of the spectrum are

structuralist writers who seek to exclude all mention of individual actors
from the explanans in constructing an explanation, relating change instead
to the dynamic unfolding of constant 'systems of transformation' built into
the essential structure of the administrative system at any point in time
(Piaget 1971; Poulantzas 1973). At the other end of the spectrum are views
which emphasize only that administrators and organizations may act freely
and consciously, but always within parameters which they cannot themselves
re-define. 1;irom issue to issue the logic of the situation will vary greatly in
the extent to which it constrains or induces people to act in particular ways
(Lukes 1977; Connolly 1981).

Secondly, radical approaches make a sustained attempt to understi;nzI
changes in public administration in terms of their integral connections with
broad social conflicts, especially those between social or occupational classes

or major functional groups (such as business and labour). They thus deny
both that administrative changes and arrangements are normally neutral as
between social groups, and that administrative change responds largely to an

internal organizational logic. Instead, by seeking to decode public sector
organization as a response to and an element in social conflict, the radical
approach insists that the social consequences of government procedures are

not accidental by-products but integral elements in administrative change
(Offe 1972, 1974; Habermas 1976; Littlejohn, Smart, Wakeford and YuralDavis 1978). This form of explanation can easily become a blunt instrument
in which any and every organizational innovation emerges as the device of a

dominant group, elite or class for perpetuating lIs predominance. And it is
common to find this pattern of explanation lielns used in undifferentiated
ways, so that social groups' interests are not spelt &It or justified, nor are
the subtleties of social impacts of administration matched by the articulation
of the explanation. Nonetheless, given the bogus neutralism and the narrowly

political concerns of mainstream explanations, it is a contribution of the
first importance to insist that, say, the 1974 local government reorganization

GIS

disadvantaged the working class, and was indeed intended (even if almost
sublimally intended) to do so (Dear love 1979; Benington 1976). Similarly,
the impact of the cash limits system of public expenditure control introduced
into British government in 1976 has definite (even if mediated) implications

for consumers of public services, public sector workers and the state
dependent population (Conference of Socialist Economists 1979). To insist
that such impacts be explicitly incorporated into explanations of this change
is also to insist on an intellectual honesty which mainstream writers have
commonly found discomforting and tried to avoid.
Thirdly, the radical approach to public administration emphasizes non-

evolutionary processes of organizational development. In place of the
gradualistic models and consensual assumptions of mainstream approaches,

the radical approach accords a central role to crises in bringing about
changes. By 'crisis' is meant not a point of collapse (a common misconception amongst mainstream writers who see the radical approach as predicting
nothing but the failure of existing institutions). Rather a crisis is a turning
point, for example, the stage of an illness where a patient's condition either
degenerates quickly or recovers towards normality and the transcendence of
the original illness. Crises are periods of concentrated change, Change which
is to a great extent forced on actors whether they wish it or not, a period of
seriously narrowed choice parameters, but whore the right chAce results in a
shift into a renewed period of relative stability (Habermas 1976; Clegg 1980).
Administrative crises are often interpreted as reflections of social conflicts.
That crises are fairly frequent in liberal democracies is seen as indicative of

quite high levels of social conflict in such societies. Because conflict is
endemic, most crisis management takes the form of displacing tensions and
problems from one part of the political and administrative system to another,
a process which may cause new crises to occur after substantial time lags, in
unpredictable places and in hard-to-interpret forms. In this view quite smallseeming problems may indicate a background of much more fundamental
and irreconcilable conflict; for example, the apparently trivial social problem
of securing effective public participation in highly technical or professionalized
fields of administration remains virtually undented despite decades of liberal

rhetoric and a whole sequence of participatory nostrums and techniques
(Offe 1975). Above all, the radical approach emphasizes that displacing
crises always produces problems at some other point in the social system; we

cannot necessarily seek the origins of administrative crises within the
adm;nistrative system alone, nor assess solutions to such crises solely in
terms of administrative impacts. None of this in any way denies the possibility
g a move to a
of progress, of some genuine level of crisis resolution irr
process is dishigher level of performance. What is essential is the
continuous, focused into short periods of seriously constrained choice and of

major change, and always partial, creating new problems even as the old
problems are apparently buried without trace.
Fourthly, the radical approach reintroduces into public administration the
notion of functional explanation (previously associated mainly with systems
analysis). Instead of looking only at administrative processes in terms of the
casual mechanisms, functional explanations ask what their function is within

;
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the broader social and political system. For this sort of orientation to be
explanatory rather than simply descriptive (i.e. in order to say that a result
happened because it was functional), it is essential either to show that
detailed mechanisms exist which produce a functional result, or at least to
show that although the mechanisms involved cannot be specified, nonetheless
a functional result always occurs in similar situations (Cohen 1980; Elster
1900). Functional explanation is the key link which the radical approach
makes between the three points set out above. Individualistic explanations
can be by-passed primarily because of this mode of argument. Administrative
changes can be connected with social conflict mainly within such a pattern
of explanation. And lastly, crises themselves can easily be identified when a
functionalist account is involved. This is not to claim either that the radical
approach can dispense with causal explanation, or that it has solved the
intractable philosophical problems of showing how functional and causal

explanations link together. But a start has been made in analyzing the
functions of state activity anew, primarily in terms of a distinction between
activities which further economic development (measured by profit and
investment levels), and activities which further social integration.
Fifthly, the radical approach promotes popular participation in decisionmaking into antral prominence as a value which should inform administrative
arrangements. This emphasis is not just a refusal to accept the by now
commonplace 'revisionist' notion of democracy (Duncan and Lukes 1963) in
which popular preferences are fulfilled without significant masa participation.
Radical writers, of course, emphasize the inf 'rent value to be placed on
opportunities for autonomous decision making. But this is not simply an
eche) of John Stuart Mill in his more thoroughgoing liberal moments (see
Wolff 1966). Rather, control over the decisions affecting one's future is
'important for raeical writers because of even more basic considerations.
Jurgen Habermas (1979) distinguishes between two fundamental types of
bass tn activity, labour and interaction. Labour consists of all the instrumental
productive activities which allow human societies to exist and develop. And
interaction encompasses all the communicative actions which hold such a
society together and give it meaning. Habermas argues that an analysis of
communication reveals that 'pure' communication could only take place in
conditions where there is a fundamental equality between the participants
involved see Held 1981). Power differentials, therefore, necessarily produce
'systentatically distorted communication' in which common meanings or
truth values disappear. Technocratic government emerges on this view not
just as objectionable in terms of the theory of representative government,
but as a form of social arrangements which negates fundamentally human
qualities and inevitably induces a loss of common purposes or reference
points in society (Habermas 1971, chs. 5 and 6). Social arrangements become
impenetrable, not just for the mass of the population who are governed for,

but also for the governing elite. In a technocratic society administrative
structures and practices cannot facilitate t~

attainment of common purposes.

Instead they emerge as insuperable barriers to understanding or progress,
imposing themselves as external forces even an those who created them,

es
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Applications of the radical approach
Turning to the concrete application of a radical approach to the analysis of
administrative questions, a preliminary problem worth mentioning is that it
is rarely presented in an isolated form. It is usual to find this approach to
administration embedded in broader studies of state activity, often studies
undertaken with an explicit policy focus. So to some extent any attempt
to summarize only those propositions with a direct bearing on administration
must distort the original literature. Nonetheless it is worth briefly reviewing
the kind of insights which the radical approach has generated about three
the organization of government in liberal democracies, budgeting,
topics
and the professionalization of government.

Government organization is an area of public administration where mainstream writers tend to write within particular institutional categories, which
they rarely analyze. Hence they produce books' about central government,
about public corporations or about local government, which take the existence
and the scope of functions of such institutions to be unproblematic. In contrast
the radical approach defines its subject matter as 'the state as a whole. Hence

it promotes questions about the distribution of government functions
between different types of state institutions into central prominence. In
particular the radical approach seeks to understand why the distribution of
functions between different levels of government changes over time and
varies from one country to another. To a great extent answers to these
questions determine also how the radical approach interprets more traditional
mainstream issues and controversies, such as arguments about the centraliza-

tion of control powers at a national level, or about the predominance of
different types of actors in central executive decision-making.

The essential radical argument about government organization is that it
forms a structure which systematically promotes some kinds of solutions to
social problems over others, and hence also promotes some kinds of social

interests over others. Given that private market processes of economic
development underpin state finances and critically determine the level of
income and employment in liberal democracies, uover....ient organization
reflects the primacy of functions which promote such development and
protect business interests. The 'dual state thesis', for example, postulates a
dichotomy in state functions between those which foster economic develop-

ment via improving company profits directly, and those which primarily
serve to improve living standards and have only an indirect effect on levels
of economic development (O'Connor 1973; Saunders 1981, 258-78). The first

type of 'social investment' functions will be organized at the regional or
national levels of government; they will be run directly by the central
bureaucracy or bY' quasi-governmental, appointed agencies; they will
emphasize planning and-the setting of government policy by a corporatist
process of the government negotiating solutions with major production
interest groups in return for their co-operation; inputs from representative
political processes into this sort of area will be rather remote and indirect.
In contrast 'social consumption' functions will be organized at the local
government level with some measure of local autonomy; because of their
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doaenes3 to the 'grass roots' these services will attract popular participation

and be quite closely controlled by representative political institutions,

operating in a basically pluralist way (Cawson and Saunders 1981; MacKay
1901; Clegg 1982). Variants of this approach lay less stress on the centrallocal dimension; e.g. the 'dual local state' view argues that local authorities
will continue to have economic development functions, but that these will
tend to be run by quasi-gavernmental local agencies and be difficult to control
politically (Friedland, Piven and Alford 1977). The radical approach als;.,
argues that the scale and character of local government activities will be
shaped by area structures which have either been deliberately modernized
and enlarged to discourage additional spending (as in contemporary British
local government), or fragmented so far that many local issues, especially
those involving redistribution between social groups, cannot be raised at all
(as in the usA).

In terms of coping with the contemporary operations of the whole public
sector the radical approach seems to offer considerable improvements on
mainstream views. It is sceptical about the over-concentration of mainstream
views on central government, pointing out that Whitehall departments
retain operational control of very few areas of government policy; two thirds
of UK civil servants deal with just three functions: tax collection, administering

personal transfer payments, and defence. Traditional preoccupations, such
as the balance of ministerial and civil service 'power' in their personal interactions, must be radically re-interpreted when government departments ?re
no longer line bureaucracies with directly administered activities, but rather
money-moving 'staff' agencies enmeshed in complex systems of interorganizational relations. And the concept of 'the state' as the over-arching
unity underlying this complexity provides the radical approach with a key
starting point for this exercise.

Budgeting emerges as the key co-ordination mechanism in the radical
account of how integration is achieved between one area of state activity
and another. Following on from the key work in this field, James O'Connor's
The Fiscal Crisis of the State (1973), the radical approach seeks to create a
new kind of budgetary analysis which O'Connor termed 'fiscal sociology'.
Fiscal sociology breaks more or less completely with the approach practiced
in conventional public finance of analyzing budgetary decision-making in
isolation from the concrete groups and interests promoting expenditures or
deriving benefits from particular budgetary decisions. Instead these relationships are taken as central to any explanation, and the bucl7et is treated as a
summary measure of the balance of state policy as between social classes
and groups. This requires a measure of attention to the output aspects of
budgets (rather than their inputs) which has actually not yet been forthcoming
despite O'Connor's tempting prospectus. Rather against the initial idea in the
field, exponents of the radical approach have spent a long time seeking to fit
changes in the organizational arrangements of budgeting (PPBS in the early
1970s and cash limits in the later part of the decade) into their explanations.
These efforts have been only fairly plausible, not least because of the ability
to explain very different changes (such as PPBS and cash limits) in terms of
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the same general process of centralization of executive power within central
government. Since the evidence for this process remains very partial (and
radical writers are often driven to ad hoc expedients such as citing conservative critics of PPM to make their points) this has been an unhappy development.

Nonetheless, the basic interest of a radical view of budgeting, and its
potential for further development, remain considerable, as perhaps one
small example may demonstrate. The attempt by the 1979 Conservative
Government in Britain to squash once and for all the power of local authorities
to finance extra local spending from their rates poses an interesting problem

for mainstream approaches (Martlew 1981). This problem has a longish
history, reflecting the persistent failure of the Treasury since the 1920s to
remove local authorities' ability to commit extra central government grant
by 'ovarspending' central government limits. If public expenditure limitation
has been necessary for reasons of macro-economic management, why has

the Treasury not simply placed a limit on its contribution and thereby
prevented local government spending from affecting '2 public sector
borrowing requirement? For the radical approach the answer seems clear
cut: central government has deliberately maintained its involvement in
local 'overspending' in order to retain a plausible excuse for interfering in
council revenue budgeting. In a most interesting analysis, Mart lew demonstrates that this stance has been maintained at every reorganization of local
government finance by the Treasury in this century. When block grant and
rate support grant arrangemaw , have been rejigged, central involvement has
been maintained even in 'ov _spend' budgeting, with the apparent intention
of securing a lever with which to keep down rates on business property.
Mr. Heseltine's series of abortive attempts between 1979 and 1982 to involve
the DoE in making budget decisions for individual local authorities is a
radical break with the mechanisms previously operated. But on this view, it
only makes transparent a much longer running continuity in central policy
makers' concerns.
Professionalization

forms another important area where the radical

approach has been developed in clear contrast with mainstream accounts.
The anti-technocratic strand in radical thinking feeds through into a profound scepticism about the validity or utility of systems of public service
delivery where policy control is concentrated in the hands of professional

groups. The radical approach adopts a fundamentally critical attitude
towards professional ideologies' altruisitic or 'public interest' orientation,
preferring to assess such claims by looking at the concrete impacts of
professional control (Johnson 1972; Larson 1977). A relatively franiliar first
claim is that professionals almost always act instrumentally to secure an
organization of the public services which advances their iaterests as against
those of client groups or the public at large (Wilding 1982). More original
arguments then explore less obvious implications of professional control.
Radical writers have sought to document the de facto dependence of
professions on business patronage underlying the facade of professional
independence in many areas. Some of these carry public policy implications

where the profession may function to channel business influence into
...
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government, e.g. in nuclear power development in Britain and the usA
(Dunleavy 1982). Other authors have tried to unravel the impact of concentrations of professional control on service recipients using the extremely
suggestive 'disabling profession' argument developed by Mich (1975, 1977).
This essentially claims that in many areas of professional control over policy
making, such as doctors' ability to define the content of medical practice, or
teachers' control over learning, the provision of pre-packaged services in a

form which can be 'sold' to governments is often self-defeating. The

professions will almost always reduce people's autonomous capabilities for
health care or learning faster than they replace these capabilities with their

own commodned solutions. So that for the radical approach, chronic
features of state service provision which remain largely unexplained in
conventional approaches (such as the virtual neglect of preventative medicine)
emerge as anomalies inherent in a professionalized form of administration.
In each of the three areas of applied analysis reviewed here it is possible to

find a distinctive slant on public administration being put forward by the
radical approach. But it is less easy to be sanguine about the current lack of
an integrated approach across these different topics. A great deal of work
remains to be done in pulling together the various themes of the radical
approach across the whole field of public administration, rather than leaving
as they stand a collection of insights made in more general works.
Evaluating the radical approach
What sort of contribution is the radical approach likely to make to the future
development of public administration, either in intellectual or practical terms?
Should we take it seriously as a new contender for critical attention or

practitioner scrutiny? My condusion on both counts would be positive.
In intellectual terms, the radical approach is sufficiently coherent to merit
inclusion in courses and research investigations, not only as a critique of
mainstream approaches but as an emergent and original perpective in its
own right. The most important constraint here is likely to be the absence of

any book-length exposition of the approach as a whole, and indeed a
general shortage of works which deal primarily with administrative issues,
rather than with much broader social and political themes. But despite the
current difficulty in tracking down and bringing together the insights of
radical writers discussed here, the effort pays useful dividends in broadening
the sweep of questions considered in public administration. And by raising
new points of controversy and debate, the radical approach demonstrates
yet again that no conventional wisdom has a monopoly of truth and that
the accumulation of puzzles and paradoxes in any dominant paradigm of
explanation can only be assessed against the background of possible replac .ment paradigms.
In practical terms the radical approach also has something to offer, both
to those democratic socialists whom the approach seeks to address directly,

and to administrators in general. No student d public administration
looking back over the post-war experience of liberal democracies can be
happy about the very restricted range of solutions to administrative problems

which have been put into practice. The contemporary politics of most
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Western countries provides ample evidence that popular demands for
participation and con-aol over public policy making remain substantially
unfulfilled on issues of central salience for future social conditions, such as
the development of civilian nuclear power projects. The radical approach
offers at least a basis from which new sc.:utions to administrative problems
could begin to be defined. This is not to say that the practical solutions
canvassed by radical writers at present match this prospectus. But the
resurgence of socialist politics in Western Europe in the early 1980s offers
some chance :Nat the current rather elementary prescriptions for democratizing

practical public administration may be rethought in closer relation to the
radical approach's theories, and tested in some depth at local and national
government levels.
PATRICK DUNLEAVY
London School of Economics and Political Science
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Senior public servants and the criL''s of
the late capitalist state
Michael Pusey

The last decade has produced a rich sociological literature on what is variously
explained as the 'post-industrial', 'late-capitalist', or 'corporatist' state. Isn't it, therefore, somewhat surprising that a concern with the crisis of the state should not have
followed its own implications and, at least, inquired into the possibility of a crisis among
those people who are the state once it is conceived as a social actor, i.e. its higher
bureaucrats?
It is clear that we could not with equanimity contemplate a situation in which any
substantial proportion of the 'captains of industry' (and of commerce and finance)
found themselves inwardly paralysed, frustrated or disoriented. Their commitments,
their uncertainties and expectations, 'their morale' and their ideologies, are researched
by legions of people who have no difficulty in persuading other academics or the
public of the economic and social significance of their findings. All this should serge
to remind us that, by contrast, no one seems especially interested in (higher) public
servants, in whether or not they succeed in what they do or in their motivation and
commitment.
I focus specifically on higher public servants because it is this top one per cent
of officials who are most active in creating, maintaining and elaborating the structures that will regulate what is done by all the others : in this sense their creativity
is functionally indispensable. Yet even the most superficial reflection offers many
good prima facie reasons for one to expect some kinds of crisis of motivation and
commitment in the higher echelons of the public service of these English speaking
advanced capitalist societies.' These officials are paid far less than executives with
comparable iesponsibilities2 in the private sector and they are much better educated3
than the politicians who assail them with accusations of 'waste and inefficiency' and
with demands for more accountability and better service with fewer resources. There
are surely good prima facie reasons to suppose that senior public servants must be
facing increasing pressures and diminishing rewards. These strains must also be
accentuated by a widened ideological divergence between the committed centrism
of most senior bureaucrats and the militant conservatism of many of their new phiical masters4 as well as by the diminishing opportunities for experience and advancement which must follow the sudden restraint of what has been described as the one

permanent growth industry of the modem worldi.e. the state.5
The main purpose e this paper Is to argue that the vocational commitment or the
motivation of higher public servants should be treated not as an uninteresting 'imponderable' but rathor as an important topic for critical sociological research. The paper
is in three parts. The first part seeks to lift the ideological veil enough at least to identify
the bias in prevailing misperceptions of higher public servants in advanced capitalist

t
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societies. Part two of the paper sets the situation of higher public servants against
the Offe/Habermas model of the crisis of the state. The third section of the paper
considers how the crisis of the state impinges on the performance of higher public
servants.

Part 1
Why is our problem so far off the social science research agenda? In this first section
I want to suggest that this want of interest is partly a consequence of paradigmatic
assumptions in those research traditions which have so thoroughly dominated the

prevailing views of public administration which are held among academics, the
educated public, politicians, the business elite and, perhaps most importantly, among
public administrators themselves. It seems obvious that paradigmatic assumptions
which are firmly held and directly applied to the legitimation, design, and maintenance
of such key institutions as the ministries of state, must have a strong and direct impact
:41 the people who staff them.
What are these paradigmatic assumptions and where do they originate?

From classical liberalism
In the 'developed' English-speaking world, studies of the state, and hence also of
its workers, have traditionally reflected the assumptions of the great British empiricists and later utilitarians from Hobbes, Locke and Hume to J. S. Mill.
My purpose here is neither to explain nor to trivialise this rich tradition but only

to recall the manner in which its basic assumptions have colouredand

prejudiced?our prevailing image of the public servant. Of course, in the riginal
writings practically nothing is said about administrators per se because they were then not numerous and were seen only as the clerks of politicians and of the parliament, as menial helpers and virtual nonentities.
Our view of them is coloured from the outset by the subordinate and almost negative
role which is given to the state and to politics. At worst the state is a necessary evil,
at best it provides security and the enabling conditions for the pursuit of private enterprise and private enjoyment. Hobbes thought that politics was in itself an unproductive and unpleasant activity and that people would always lose interest in it as soon
as security was assured. Nor can the state or its administrators claim any kind of
reason as a warrant for their existence or their action since there is no transcending
reason beyond the actual interests and situations of individuals who co-operate for
reasons which are strictly pragmatic. The state is ultimately a matter of convenience
for the individual citizen who has primacy over it because he or she creates it by
convention or compact with others. Citizens can be enterprising and intellectually
and spiritually creative the state cannot. And so nor then can its administrators.
This tradition, which is the most potent source of our definitions and understandings
of the state and its administrators, has fixed the criteria by which we assess the work
of public servants in a way which, a priori, excludes any kind of real intellectual,
spiritual or social creativity. Creative work is always private and so public administration must be seen and judged on the secondary criteria of reliability, obedience,
and efficiency. It is this underlying but dominant perspective which plays such a large
part in blocking any adequate recognition of public servants as acting subjects with
the same complex mixture of intellectual, ethical, and aesthetic capacities and strivings
as anyone else coming from the same kind of background as they typically doi.e.
middle class families with a history of involvement in public affairs.6 These blinkers
prevent us from thinking seriously about the value commitments of public servants.
More pree:aely, they deny or obscure any kind of coherent relationship between social
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identity and public work. Public administrators are therefore a special class of people
who are amoral and so immune to demoralisation. This is implicit in the writings of
leading contemporary liberal social theorists such as Lipset, Daniel Bell, Moynihan
and Walzer.
Michael Walzer, who is the most critical and reformist of these writers, searches

with them for the source of all that is good and potentially redemptive in Western
democracies in the warming sense of civility which is the only kind of communality
to which he and they admit. But, with respect to the administrators involved in the
building of the welfare state, he takes a view which is probably characteristic of most
liberals:
While the building of the IA Tare state will have its exciting and morally significant
moments, its administration will not. Its administrators will rarely feel themselves buoyed
up and sustained by the zeal of their clients. The pride they may well take in the material
services they render will rarely be elevated by the inner conviction of a higher purpose.'

Private citizens are the only source of ideals, warmth and energy. The Liberal tradition only allows us to hope that our elected politicians will give 'energy and direction's to the state. Since our public servants cannot be socially, culturally, morally,
or even intellectually creative, at best they contribute only equilibrium and 'directionless consensus.'s

From orthodox Marxism
There is some irony in the fact that the mainstream Marxist opponents to Liberalism
have another very similar kind of paradigmatic blindness towards public administration. In most of the Marxist literature there is no clear differentiation between elected
politicians and public administrators. By lumping the two together it is implicitly and
wrongly assumed that the behaviour of public servants is a mere reflex of the legislature and judiciary of capitalist society.
Frankel explains persuasively how and why the Marxist orthodoxy ignores the structure and the internal contradictions of the modern state. Such influential Marxists
as Baran and Sweezy, Mandel, and Braverman typically view the state apparatus
as part of a superstructure which is entirely epiphenomenal to economic relations
of exchange between caoital and workers. As Frankel explains, for these orthodlx
writers:
... the relationships between capital and labour are the focal points of class analysis
while state apparatuses are conceived in an instrumental and passive manner as virtual
by-products of this external class struggle.I0

It is true that the argument between Miliband and Poulantzas over 'the relative
autonomy of the state' did temporarily challenge the purely instrumentalist view of
the state. However, although Poulantzas recognises internal contradictions within
the structures and policies of the state, he then insists, in a way which is characteristic of another modern Ma xist orthodoxy, that such contradictions must be analysed
and understood very strictly as class conflicts.
The State is a condensation of a relationship of forces between classes and class fractions, such as these express themselves, in a necessarily specific form, within the State
itself. In other words the State is through and through constituteddivided by class contradictions.II

The effect of this second emphasis, which comes as much from Althusser as from
Poulantzas, has been to focus attention on the structural characteristics of aavanced
capitalist societies. In this structuralist Marxism the state has no relative autunfmy,
the state workers are still 'the servants of power', and the conflicts and crises to woich
they may be prone are of no interest in themselves and should more properly br:

ri;
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seen as 'surface manifestations' of contradictions between class positions and fractions of capital. Nor would there be much purpose in inquiring further, within this
paradigm, into the reasons and motives of action of public administratorsi.e. into
their symbolic constructions of their own situation. All their understandings would
have to be explained as an ideology whir' is Inscribed' into them in such a way as
to foreclose all useful inquiry into whatever uncertainties and contradictiuns might
exist in their minds. Such questions haye no interest because their understanding
is already ideologically bound by the structures, and attempts to distinguish between
ideology and reality are foredocaied to failure. The social scientist should more usefully
examine the structural basis of the ideology per se as well as its role in the reproduc-

tion of capital. Public administrators era lesser creatures who are of interest only
in as much as they vicariously exercise and wield the power of their masters or else
only as people with a second hand experience of a class struggle which is carried
on by those other real workers who must sell their labour power to the capitalists.

From Weber
Weber's classical description of the characteristics of bureaucratic organisation
hierarchy of offices, universalistic rules, written records, dispassionate impersonality
of conduct, appointment by merit on formal qualifications, tenure, security, and no
outside interests, etc.were enshrined in the post World War Two organisation theory
and public administration literature as a kind of normative canon for the design and
conduct of administration. Although Weber himself would have been horrified to find
himself read in this way it is easy to see why his chapter on the characteristics of
bureaucracy was taken out of context and normalised. Weber was basically a liberal
and hence acceptable to Establishment opinion. Moreover, other parts of his work
could be read, especially in America, as a grand apology for the Protestant Mission.
He could be justly seen as a fine scientist and his impeccable scholarship and highmindedness could then be used to dignify and legitimate the study of public administration and Mus to distinguish it from the mechanical and vulgar nostrums of Taylorism and Scieatific Management.
Yet, Weber's vast influence has played its own decisive part in cree:ing a negative
image of the public service. In the first place Weber has encouraged a whole generation of intellectuals on both the right and the left to see administration as 'The Iron
Cage', as the deadly enemy of democratic politics, as the 'animated machine' and
as the only 'really inescapable poweetz which is everywhere 'busy fabricating the shell
of bondage which men will perhaps be forced to inhabit some day as powerless as

the fellahs of ancient Egypt'. This view of bureaucracy as an omnipotent and
implacable mechanism does little to promote credible interest in its fragility or the
possibility of its internal failure!
But what of the more specific Weberian influences on social science studies of
higher administrators? We shall find here too the same double stigmatisation of the
senior bureaucrat who is simultaneously depicted as someone who is, on the one
hand, a dangerous threat to the rightful prerogatives of ministers and politicians
because he is too efficient!and, on the other hand as a lesser creature without
creativity or real moral stature. Weber's promptings are quite unambiguous. As
examples of the first side of this negative image" We read that:
Wherever the modern specialised official comes to predominate his power proves practically indestructible since the whole organisation of even the most elementory want satis-

faction las been tailored to his mode of operation.'3

Etnd, further, that:

75

Under normal conditions, the power position of a fully developed bureaucracy is always
overtowering. The 'political master' finds himself in the position of a 'dilettante'
. facing

the trained official who stands within the management of administration.1

As an example of the second side of this description we read Weber's comparison
between the government minister who is 'supposed to be' and 'indeed is something
very different from the 'official' because:
If a man in a leading position is an 'official' in the spirit of his performance, no matter
how qualifieda man that is who works dutifully and honourably according to rules and
instructionthen he is as usels.ss at the hem of a private enterprise as of a government's

The bureaucrat has a categorically different kind of responsibility. Once a senior
bureaucrat has received a directive:
It is his duty and even his honour to carry it out as if it corresponded to his innermost
conviction, and to demonstrate in this fashion that his sense of duty stands above his
personal preference ... This is the ethos of office. A political leader acting in this way
would deserve contempt's

both the politician and the scientist can and should follow a vocation which draws
moral edification and direction from underlying value-rational (wertrational) commitments: not so the senior administrator who has no ennobling virtue beyond his/her
obedience.
As the mainstream research has followed these classical nostrums it has perpetuated the stigma of the higher administrator as the soulless engine of technical rationalisation and at the same time, and perhaps much more significantly, it has ruled
out any consideration of their susceptibility to any kind of cultural crisis. They either
have no value-commitments or cultural orientations at all or else these have been
so effectively neutralised as to render them irrelevant to their practice as administrators. In either case they are immune to crises in the cultures which are inhabited
by the larger population of normal human beings.

From empiricist psychology
There is at least ene more set of assumptions which block a sociological view of the
motivations and commitments o; public servants.
The problem here is that most research into motivation has been firmly dominated
by empiricist psychologists. It is true that the phenomenological and humanist psychology of Maslow and Rogers had a strong influence on the modern 'human relations' school of o, yanisation theory (i.e. Magregor, Bennis, Argyris, and Liken) in the
late 1960s and early 1970s. It is also true that the neo-Freudian ego-psychology of
Sullivan, Horney, and especially Erikson have had some part in shaping prevailing
=Vans about motivation Ind work; so too has the developmental psychology of Piaget
and Kohlberg's theories of moral development. But with this said the fact remains
that the normal parameters of research and discussion of human motivation are the
result of a psychological reduction which paradir- -,tically excludes any consideration of the cultural and social bases of human on. Indeed David McClelland,
the highly influential author of the concept of 'achievement motivation', seeks, in a
characteristically empiricist way, to prove that motivation is not a cultural phenomenon.
In short the dominant paradigmpsychological and strongly empiricistsustains the
common view that motivation is a function of each individual's own bundle of psychological traits, drives, and other endowments. On this view our motivations there-

fore have no direct relationship with the shared knowledge, understanding and
meaning which we commonly call culture. Since motivation is not a product of social
and cultural inheritance it is not directly subject to social dislocation or cultural con-
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tradictions. It is something which the individual per se brings to a particular job
and if he/she doesn't then someone else will!

.

Part 2
So far I have argued only that ow prevailing views of public servants are blinkered
in a way which makes it unlikely that we would recognise any crisis of motivation
and commitment until it had actually forced its recognition upon us post factum.
However the central contention remains that public servants are eminently vulnerable to such a crisis and that this is best understood in terms of a sociological theory
of the state in advanced capitalist society. A full treatment of the literature on the
crisis of the state is both beyond the scope of this paner and available elsewhere.17
Since the Offe and Habermas'18 statement of the problem is the most comprehen-

sive I would like to outline some of its basic features as a background for my
arguments.
Off e's classical description of the (late) capitalist state is as follows. The capitalist
state must obey the three cardinal conditions of its existence, 'exclusion, maintenance
and dependency. The first distinctive characteristic of the capitalist society is that
it has a 'private enterprise' economy from which the state is excluded. It must not
usurp the 'natural' role of private enterprise which is to produce goods and services
for profitgovernment statutory bodies that run airlines, telecommunications, and
banks are merely the exceptions which prove the general rule. Maintenance, the
second condition, means that the ste must maintain favourable conditions fcr private
enterprise and capital accumulation oy producing appropriate legal, fiscal, and other
structures together with the necessary infrastructures (examples would be laws to
regulate taxation, tariff and labour, energy productionpublic electricity for private
aluminium smelters! communications in the form of roads, airports, telecommunications, etc.) The third and obvious condition is that the capitalist state, excluded
as it is from access to important sour-as of wealth, remains dependent for its revenues
on the taxes which it must levy directly and indirectly on a private economy. A fourth
condition follows as a corollary of the other three in as much as the state must legitimate the whole system and its role within it.
As we know, Habermas has followed the Offe model quite closely. His crucial contribution is to add a more fully developed explanation of the cultural and normative
conditions of this model of the late capitalist state.
For Habermas the 'political-administrative system' i.e. the stateis one of three
subsystems in the larger system of late capitalist society. The other two are the
'economic subsystem', or the ensemble of capitalist enterprises, and 'the sociocultural
subsystem'. The three sub-systems together with the Inter-relationships between them
are represented in the diagram below.19
Steering
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To maintain stability the state must, again, as in the Offe formulation, legitimate
the whole system and secure the assent, commitment, and 'mass loyally of the popu-

latiom It must therefore provide social and welfare programs to guarantee basic
-

secu
Ity.
,
In Legitimation Crisis Habermas argued that late capitalist societies are vulnerable
to at least one of four possible crisis tendencies as follows:20

Point of origin

System crisis

(sub-system)
economic
politico- administrative
socio-cultural

economic crisis
rationality crisis

identity crisis
legitimation crisis
motivation crisis

A crisis occurs if one of the sub-systems fails to produce in quantity and quality enough
of what it must contribute to the whole. Thus if the economic sub-system (the ensemble

of private capitalist enterprises) fails to produce enough goods and services there
is an economic crisis in the relation between capital and state (presumably because
there is then no longer revenue for the state to perform, as per Offe, its maintenance
functions for capital and the system as a whole). If, on the other hand, the state is
not able to maintain the necessary level of formal rationality21 with sufficient 'rational'
decisions then the system succumbs to a rationality crisis in as much as the inputs
to decision no longer correspond with the decision outputs. One presumes that this
will have a double erIct: it would, first, leave capital without the necessary measure
of calculability and predictability for its Investment decisions. On the other hand this
very failure would expose the more fundamental irrationality of a system w,:ich is
geared to profit rather than to collective needs and would therefore result in the withdrawal of assent and loyalty which we recognise as a legitimation crisis. As Habermas
concedes= the last case, of motivation crisis, is really part and parcel of a legitima-

tion crisis because in this situation what fails are precisely those same 'actionmotivating meanings' which make the system appear 'natural', 'real', and so deserving

of our committed involvement.
The system is such that an attempt to control crises in one sub-system must result
in the transformation and displacement of inherent contradictions into another. For
example, an economic crisis could, hypothetically, be controlled,with large handouts
of state funds to shore up some key area of capital accumulation (the automobile
industry or the banking sector, for example); but this may well both expose the partiality of the state towards vested capital interests and at the same time force an
offsetting reduction of welfare spending and so increase the legitimation deficit. As
Ronge notes:
Tho question might emerge which sideaccumulation (economy) or legitimacy (demands

of the social system)is the driving force ... (in the development of crisis).23

He concludes that 'an answer to this may be impossible'. However, whichever side
leads, the state remains caught in the pressures which then subsequently Come from

both sides cs unsolvable conflicts that are displaced from one side to the other.
in a second and revised statement of his thesis Habermas still claims wide acceptance of his view that:
There is today no disagreement concerning the structural risks built into developed
capitalist economies. These have to do primarilyWith interruptions of the accumulation
process conditioned by the business cycle, the external cost of a prorate production that

cannot adequately deal with the problem situations it itself creates, and a pattern of
privilege whose core is a structurally conditioned unequal distribution of wealth and
Income.
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the three great areas of respontibility against which the performance of the government
is today mcasurad are then: shaping _ business policy that ensures growth, influencing
the structure of production in a manner oriented to collective need: and correcting the
pattern of social inequality.24

These three 'risks', or inherent crisis tendencies, can be listed and paired as follows
with the corresponding 'responsibilities', or imperatives, which the state must obey
in order to maintain the legitimacy of the existing social order.

'Structural risk'
or crisis tendency

Basic 'responsibilities' of state
i.e. imperatives of state action
necessary tr,r the avoidance of crisis
and the continuing legitimation of the
existing struc:ure

Interruptions to the capital
accumulation process brought on at
low points in the business cycle, e.g.
threat of a 'fiscal crisis state'.25
1

State must shape a business policy
that ensurer growth (e.g. with
allowances and tax concessions,
or the provision of infrastructure
such as power stations for aluminium
smelters and privately owned steel
mills).

Social costs and problems
created by private investment and
accumulation e.g. unemployment
arising from migration of capital
and from the spread of high
technology.

State must influence production
in a way which either compensates
the disadvantaged and/or serves
collective needs (e.g. through
tariff protection, wages policy,

3

State must correct the pattern of
social inequality (e.g. assistance
to disadvantaged ethnic, regional,
and other groups and minorities).

2

Structurally conditioned inequality
and the unequal distribution of
wealth threatens democratic norms
of equality and reward for
achievement.

E.-7.d subsidies, etc.).

Habermas argues that the likelihood of a legitimation crisis depends on the course
of contemporary development on two sides.
On the side of the economic system it is clear that from the end, in the early 1970s,
of the long post-war boom, production growth and profitability have passed into varying
degrees of recession in all advanced capitalist countries. Moreover, structural changes

in the world economy seem to preclude any return to what is seen as 'normality',
i.e. sustained growth With low inflation and low unemployment. These changes have
been accompanied in most countries with increasing demands upon the state for
more favourable conditions of accumulation and a reduction in government spending
in general and on welfare programs in particular.
On the other side, and with respect to his socio-cuttural system, there is something

close to universal agreement that the accumulated effects of modernisation and
development have everywhere either produced or accompanied a decay of those
older normative structures of Western capitalist sOcieties which we variously under:land as the 'public sphere', as 'ego-defining world views' (Habermas), as 'the
controlling symbolic' (Rieff), or more simply as 'structures of meaning' or 'culture' (Bell,
Geertz). The institutions which once sustained the older normative structures have

largely broken up and no one denies that this has created new social needs and
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produced what Daniel Bell has called the 'revolution of entitlements'.26 This has greatly

augmented demands upon the state for welfare, security and support which cannot
readily be met through other means.
Habermas' thesis is not weakened by the common accusation that recent events
(such as Mrs Thatcher's electoral triumph or Mr Reagan's much vaunted economic
recovery) give the lie to what are wrongly read as empirical predictions. It is clear

that the theory attempts to explain the inner logic of endemic, long-term crisis
tendencies and that it makes no simple predictions. Nor is it hurt by the more serious
objection that there may, in effect, be no normative structures to set systematic limits
and conditions on the actions and legitimacy of the state. These objections are founded
on the assumption that consciousness, valuation, and public opinion are infinitely

malleable and fated always to follow the 'imperatives of power augmentation':
Habermas answers that this is an empiricist prejudice. However, he has felt obliged
to agree that late capit. list societies do indeed demonstrate a surprising capacity
to reduce the minimum level of normative consensus required to hold the system
together.27 This is achieved by such various means as the segmentation of the labour
market (which reduces consciousness of the inter-dependence and common social
basis of different occupations); the increasing privatisation of consumption within the
family (which vitiates critical awareness of what now appears as the remote and
external contradictions in the society beyond); and the use of ott-- leans (e.g. the

media) which increase the tolerance of the system by fostering competitive
individualism, instrumental attitudes, indifference or passive cynicism. It is not possible

to specify the point at which these processes will leave society without sufficient
community to resist disintegration; nor is it possible to predict whether the crisis would
produce positive progress towards a more just and wort iy social order or Whether,
on the contrary, it would occasion some regression to more authoritarian rule or to
fascism.

Some of the criticisms are due to defects in Habermas' statement of nis own
argument. One defect of his work is the absence of any description of the likely
processes aid foci of the legitimation crisis. or do we have any clear picture of the
dialectic which robs the state of its legitimacy. How precisely does the withdrawal
of legitimation and the failure of 'action motivating meanings' impinge on the state?
Where does the rot start? How is it manifest? Habermas deals only very broadly with
the origins, structures and evolution o7 normative structures and no attention is given
to what is, in my view at least, abse;utely crucial to the whole argument of legitimation

crisis as well as to the arguments of other authors who depend upon Habermas'
formulation. What is missing here as in all of Habermas' works is a clear reckoning
of how crises of rationality and legitimacy become manifest in the very place where
they must, for the sake of the whole argument, have their greLest impact, i.e. in
the sphere of organisational behaviour. Indeed Habermas' treatment of what happens
to rationality and action in 'complex' or formal organisations is lost in his sometimes
Parsonian analysis of institutions28, buried elsewhere under redefinitions of the relation
between fortes and relations of prc gliction20, and missed in a major work on communication, in the distinction between institutionally bound and institutionally unbound
speech acts.30
Where then, and how, is a legitimation crisis most likely to appear? My own answer
is that wherever it originates it must, on the logic of Habermas' own very persuasive

theory, break out and find expression in the organisational processes -of the
departments of the state, i.e. in the public sevice. Some development and
reformulation along these lines would greatly strengthen the theory by first of all co:
opting those skeptical critics who argue as does Held that:
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What matters most is not the moral approval of the majority of a society's members
although this will sometimes be forthcoming, for instance during warsbut the approval
of the dominant groups. Among the latter, it is the politically powerful and mobilised,
including the states personnel, that are particularly important for the continued existence
of a social system.3I

We now know that, contrary to prevailing assumptions (as discussed in section
one above) senior public servants are not mere executors and implementors of policies

designed by elected politicians and that they are instead centrally involved in the
creation and constitution of policy. This surely means that these higher public servants
must experience the contradictions of late capitalist society in a very immediate way.
Whereas the ordinary citizen has some considerable leeway in which to escape or
buffer legitiination deficits, the senior civil servant's work is defined by the demand

that he or she should somehow reconcile the collision between the 'steering
imperatives' on the one hand and moral expectations on the other.
My own thesis, briefly stated, is therefore that these thrue 'risks' or crisis tendencies

together involve a fourth which is never stated, namely:

Structural risk or crisis tendency

Imperative

4 Disaffection of senior state workers
on a scale which threatens the
coherence and adequacy of state
services

The state must maintain and restore
the morale, competence and
commitment of its public servants

Part 3
In order to carry forward this line of argument we need to differentiate more clearly
than Habermas has done between three different ways in which crisis tendencies
can impinge on the organisaftnal performances of the state. Firstly, we can visualise
a situaLon which arises fairly naturally from the Offe model and the Habermasian
version of a crisis led by an economic cum fiscal crisis. We can agree here with Offe
and Habermas that in this situation it is the outputs of the state which are at issue
(either because they fail to rehabilitate capital accumulation, or because they do not
satisfy a rising minimum, level of social needs). I shall argue below that this type of
crisis appears in the organisational structures of the state as a frustration which comes
upon its senior public servants, so to speak, 'from the outside in' either as negative
feedback, excessive external constraints, or in the forr of impossible demands.
Second, this should be clearly differentiated from what is, for the public servant, the
very different t,.9ugh complementary situation described below in which disturbances
in the 'life world' (Lebenswelt) produce a crisis which arises from within as a confusion,
which disorients action. Third, we must also point to the effects of contradiction on

the hierarchical structures of power and aidhority through which action is formally
co-ordinated.

Contradiction as frustration
Offe points out that it is relatively easy for the state to respond to well art:lulated
and specific political demands where these can be met with a corresponding allocation
of disposable resources as, for example, when women's groups demand that provision
be made for women.5 refuges, or when war veterans demand free medical care. it

is possible that the resources may not be available but there is still no reason to
suppose that 'allocative politics' per se should present public servants with any major
problems.
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The real difficulties arise from conditions specific to late capitalism where the state
must answer the demands of capital for the production of circumstances which will
both advantage capital accumulation, and, more significantly, anticipate and head
off risks to the profitability of capital enterprises (including those risks which accrue
from cost-cutting and other such normal consequences of competition among rival
enterprises). This puts the state, and those of its higher public servants who make
policy, in a much more difficult position because, here, and in contrast to the easier
tasks of simple allocation,
the state does not respond to demands but, as it were, to negative events, namely, the
absence or disturbance of an accumulation process. It is always easier to respond to
positive demands: they can either be rejected or accepted. In a situation where one wants
to avoid something, that is, where ono reacts to a manifest or anticipated danger, there
is no clear-cut course of action that would either bo followed or rejected. Even though
it is unlikely that the state as an actor is the only one who wants to avoid a certain con-

dition, the state cannot afford to rely on the directions of action recommended or
demanded by the most powerful (or politically dominant) groups in society; for to satisfy
tha interests of one group is one thing, and to restore the accumulation process as a

whole is another thing, and it is by no means certain that the two will coincide.
Consequently, the state has to devise decision rules of its own in a situation where the
primary concern is to avoid disturbances of the overall accumulation process. The rules
and laws that govern politics are not sufficient to solve this problem. An additional set
of decision rules is required that determine policies.32

The report of Crozier et al. to the Trilateral Commission3 on tLe 'governability
of democracies' agrees perfectly with Offe's analysis of the problems which this situation poses for administrations. In principle, senior administrators have a choice of
three 'logics of policy pratactiont: (a)bureaucracy, (b) consensus and (c) purposive
action.
However these choices are illusory since centralised bureaucratic procedures of
the strictly Weberian kind only work efficiently in the allocative sphere where there
s less uncertaiety and where simple tasks imn be routinised and programmed against
standardisable criteria. At first sight consensus, the 'round table approzsh', seems
tu. offer more promise in as much as it explicit); recognises objective conflicts between
contending demands upon the state. However the obvious problem here is that labour
and capital have many basically contradictory interests and further that irreconcilable
conflicts arise among the different *actions' of capita; (monopoly, industrial, financial,
export, rural, speculative, etc.) as well as among comper,og firms within the same
capital fractions. The state cannot accept too many contradictory demands because
this will both overload its ow, decision-making and plc.rni:ng capacit;s3s and/or further
increase its own size and costs beyond the tolerance of the private sector which it

is supposedly serving and upon which it always depends. It is also true that this
consensus model tends to generate a 'vicious cirolen4 by inviting still more demands
satisfy. It may also give rise to a form of 'gr. mots' decentralisation
that it c
which commits different branches and units of administration to mutually contradictory
policies to the point where overall cu-ordination becomes impossible. The still more
fundamental problem may be that consensus as a model for 'productive' state activity
threatens the structures in a more fundamental way by allowing
... a simultaneous determination of inputs and outputs by the clients of state administration or the recipients of benefits. Such a model of decision-making at least in its pure
form, would mean that not only the logical and institutional distinction between Wit, I:
and administration, but also the basic distinction between state and society, become
negated. The authority to organise and decide upon productive state activity would reside
in its clientele. The difficulties that such a loss of differentiation would entail for the ability
of the state to function as a capitalist state are rather obvious.35
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Owing to these strictures the state is forced to :sly on the same rational-purposive
(= 'goal directed', or 'instrumental') model of policy production as is typically used
by large industrial corporations operating in a complex environment. It is here that
the realities deny the great myth of the liberal and Weberian r.thodnxy which has
so thoroughly stamped common opinion and concealed the true nature of the problems
and inherent frustrations of the makers of public policy: the great myth is, of course,
that there is no fundamental difference betweem public and private business admin.

istraticn. We are fed to believe that all higher administrative work is essent'Jly the
same and that, in either case, it is simply a matter of 'getting a job done' with good
organisation, economy, planning, and ingenuity, etc. This obscures and denies the

radically different relationships of private and public administrations with their
respective environments, a difference which, as we shall see, becomes more apparent

in the state's attempt to formulate 'productive' policies.
The principal difference is that the goals, and thereafter the means of the private
corporation involved in commodity production, are framed against the objective
requirements of a market whereas, in the case of a public administration, the premises
of productive policies must rest instead on inherently unstable political comproMises
and/or the arnicipation of future economic and political circumstances white are
probably beyond reliable prediction and likely to give the lie to the policy even before
it is in place. Business executives and higher public administrators inhabit the same
complex of formal organisational structures but with respect to the successful
production of policy, the similarity ends there. Providing business executives operate
within the law they are free to select the means, e.g. manpower, expertise, and natural
resources, in terms solely of their purpose and with little regard for the social, political
and other costs of their choices. It is just this which public administrators cannot do.
Perh6ds business corporations are not models of effic.dncy an .iigh performanu,
as the popular ideology would have us believe: no doubt a lot o. business policymaking turns out to be little more than 'muddling through'. As everyone now
acknowledges busin ss policy is normally made and executed in conditions of

considerable uncertainty which limit the logic of pci'sy formulation to a kind of
`sacrificing'36 which is always short of the optimum. However the ground ru es four
the formulation of policy in the two sectors remain fundamentally dissimilar. Bus -less
executives can, and must, as a condition for the survival of their enterprities, frame
their policies with the confident expectation and 'be wherewithal to unsure that the
organisation and control of production will obey the economic logic of the policy. This
means that the policy can and must provide stable criteria for the:
(a) differentiation of tasks between brancnes, sections F. nd units;
(b) the objective assessment of performances and cost-effectiveness of various
units, branches, etc.;
(c) the resolution of conflicts between competing branches, units, and staff; and
(d) the clear demarcation of an organisational boundary to mark off corporate
interests from other extraneous personal or social concerns.
None of these or -1'tions for the successful formulation of policy are readily available

to the higher public administrator.
Preventive health and publ'n education are two mem wnich illustrate these points
perfectly. We see for examp, that with i :met to putflIc education the goals are
so diffuse as to constitute nothing less than total personality development. Even the
most Irantic attempts to pin assessment criteria to pseudo-objective 'standards' leave
both the organisational differentiation between curriculum areas and the evaluation
of teacher/school performance prey to a host of conflicting, arbitrary, and particularistic
value judgements which generate all kinds of organisationally disintegrative pressures
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and give the lie to what remains of the utterly implausible view that productive policy
in these areas can be made or explained in terms of the goal-directed or rationalpurposive model 37 The resulting frustrations are then aggravated by the unrelenting
demands for the public administrators to give account of what they do in terms which
do not fit their practice. These pressures serve to keep them in a position of permanent
inferiority vis a vis the business sector for reasons which are by no means accidental.
These considerations sugcest that, with the exception of straightforward allocative
functions, the objective conditions under which policy must be formulated in latecapitalist society probe* foredoom the higher echelon of public servants who make
the policies (a) to some continuing frustration and failure, and (b) to the impossibility
of adequately understanding this for themselves from within the logic on witch they
and the structures of public administration are governed. Moreover, there is then
some reason to expect that the added strains arising t om demands (for better steering
performances delivered with fewer resources) placed upon the state in conditions
of economic crisis could impinge more directly upon the senior administrators in suet
a way as to provoke among them a cognitive break with the established logic of the
system.

Contradiction as the disorientation of action
Another fundamental difference between higher public, as opposed to private, administration is that the task of making policy in each of these two sectors depends on
data of a very different kind. It is true, as we have noted, that the economic exigencies
of market provide business executives with stable goal orientations which are

typically missing in public administration. But this is only ale aspect of the more
fundamental difference which is that policy-making in the business corporation is
based on objectified behavioural knowledgeeven market research uses all kinds
of research methods to turn consumer preferences into observable behaviour. In other

words, business executives are obliged to function like good positivists with a
methodology which implicitly admits as valid data for their policy-making only those
`facts' which can be fully objectified or externalised and hence dissociated from their
own acts of interpretation. Of cot,. se this is never completely achievable but that is
what they will try to do and it is the key to the cognitive styles and operations which
they will use to construct their organisational structures and practices. Although some
areas of higher public administration (e.g. technical aspects of trade, defence) will
be constituted in a very similar way this should not obscure the fundamental difference
which is that policy making in the public sphere is very largely a cultural and social

process inasmuch as the data for the policies are irreducibly made up from
interpretationo of meanings and collective needs which pre-suppose an identification
between the policy makers, i.e. the public servants, and the citizens who will be the
recipients, beneficiar )s or objects of the policy. In other words the process of making
public policy is a more phenomenologically transparent form of axial action which
pre-supposes and depends upon common membership of a social and cultural 'lifeworld' (Lebenswelt) that is in fact its sub-stratum and the basis of the organisational

practices and structures through which it is articulated.
To see through tIte ideological veil of false science and 'technocratic consciousness'
is indeed to recognit!e pi,blic policy as a 'social construction of reality' and as a process

in the reproduction 01 the social order of capitalist society. The obvious corollary,
so strikingly missed by Habermas, is that disturbances in the sub-stratum of this
process must affect public servants and the making of policy directlyand not only
indirectly through the failure of 'mass loyalty' or of 'action motivating meanings' among

the wider population. Without discounting these wider effects

n can in, the light

of rlabermas' general model below, briefly consider the consequences of disturbances
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in the three domains of cultural reproduction, social integration and socialisation upon
the life and action of civil servants whose personalities and evaluative criteria are

rooted, as are ours, in a common culture and a social class structure.

Crisis phenomena connected with disturbances in reproduction38
Disturbances in
the domain of

Culture

Society

Person

Evaluative
dimension

Cultural
reproduction

Lots of

Withdrawal of
legitimation

Crisis in
orientation and
education

Rationality

Social
integration

Insecurity of
collective
identity

Anomie

Alienation

Solidarity of
members

Socialisation

Breakdown
of tradition

Withdrawal of
motivation

Psycho.
pathologies

Accnuntability
of the person

meaning

of knowledge

All higher administrative work depends on a stable demarcation between (a) 'private'
(ego)-identity and (b) 'public' (work)-roles, and upon the parallel demarcation between
(c) the 'private' realm of informal social relationr among friends, family, other citizens,
etc. and (d) the 'public' organisational realm of formal relations among other officials

and co-workers. These demarcations are in fact the basic norms which give force
and stability to all the principles which organisations use to evaluate performance,
resolve conflicts, and to divide and assign work. These norms, which are no less
than the constitutive principles of what we know as formal organisation, are social
and cultural constructs and must therefore be affected by disturbances in the
reproduction of society.
Habermas' scheme suggests a number of ways in which these norms can break
down. inequality, social fragmentation and the increasing pluralisation of value
orientations will undermine the public servant's belief both in public set-Ace per se
and his/her own sense of mission. in this case there is a loss of motivation as the
end-values of service-for-its-own-sake give way either to creeping doubts or to
incommunicably abstract and unstable rationalisations of one's motives. We are here
reminded of Weber's very ambivalent description of the (higher) official as someone
who must take and obey orders in a spirit which can only be described as passionate
neutrality. What Weber's bias never allows him to make explicit is that this 'neutrality'
is something very different from the kind of unmoving and unimaginative indifference
which we have been
)uraged to associate with 'the men in the ;;rey flannel suits'.
Neutrality considered as a form of action is a much more fragi.; cultural achievement
inasmuch as it is really the expression, in action, of a highly disciplined commitment
to universalistic norms and principias.39 If these norms are too heavily eroded by
contradiction: .1 the wider social order public servii,tiperse becomes an impossibility.
These same social disturbances will appear within the policy-making arera as
conflicts over 'priorities' which then gradually become entrenched and manifest for
what they are, namely the reflections of basic cieevages and class conflicts in the
underlying social structure. As they become entrenched, disagreements over 'priorities'
turn int,) conflicts between diverging intellectual and value orientations which must,
at a certain point, overload the standard means shich are commonly used to deal
with them, :.e. selective transfer and exchanges of personnel, in-service education,
the commission of outside. 'management cc.imultants' or the 'scientisation' of administrative practices with 'black boxes' a new R & D programs, etc. Endemic ..onflicts
undermine the underlying substantive and procedural agreements that are necessary

both for the mak;ng of policy and for new attempts to contrive pseudo-consensus
.
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through 'organisational development' and administrative 'rationalisation' and
'restructuring'. Policies are then likely to be too crude, too narrowly based and partial,
or so closely geared to immediate issues that they lose wider coherence. This does
nothing either objectively or subjectively to help the policy makers cope with another
problem.
We have seen that in contrast with the private corporation public administrators

have relatively few objective technological and economic criteria upon which to
premise norms of demarcations between (ago) identity and (work) role and between
formal and informal relations. In public administrations the structures of action have
to be created and stabilised from within through a constantly ritualised objectification
and confirmation of new conventions, guidelines, procedures, and regulations.40 These
processes are dependent upon a strong sense of collective identity and group solidarity
which cannot easily be protected against disintegrative pressures of social and cultural

fragmentation. One also notes at this point that collective identity and group
solidarityi.e. the constituents of the administrative structuresare further weakened
by the importation of aggressive personnel practices which encsurage competitive
individualism in the name of 'achievement training' and the 'fostering of initiative'.
As solidarity and collective identity weaken, public servants can only feel more

vulnerable vis 8 vis both their masters (the politicians) and their clients. This
encourages them to form protective alliances with outside groups and individuals
and this, in turn, further reduces solidarity within by encouraging mare in-fighting
and the formations of new cliques and strategic alliances.
It seems appropriate to conclude this part of the discussion by noting the more
specifically psychological corollary of disturbance in the reprouuction of c 'lure and
society. Since the senior public servants who are most active in creating policies and
structures must rely on processes of interpretation which unavoidably involve continual
reference to their own experience and values, they will be particularly vulnerable to
that form of normative disorientation which we recognise as 'anomie' (the root cause

of all non- org2nically based psychological disturbance?).41 Attempts to bury the
resulting anxiety with more work pressure or with attempts at ritual conformity are
then likely to fail.

Contradiction and hierarchy
So far nothing has been said explicitly about the manifestations of the motivation
and legitimation crisis tendencies within the authority and power relations of the civil
service.
In the table below I am borrowing from Denis Wiong's42 eight forms of power only
those which depend on the assent of the power subject. The six categories are given
in the following scheme in which I have included what I take to be the motives for
compliance and the limit to submission.
'Coercive' authority, the first case, is of little significance because senior public servants

typically have security of tenure. It is seldom possible to explain their actions as a
response to He fear of sanctions and so this category serves mainly to remind us
that the control of higher officials is all the more dependent on other means. 'Induced'

authority :las only a limited relevance since direct personal rewards (i.e. personal
promotion and ;rinr6 benefits) are very limited in the civil serviceagain th oint
is that public cc:ministrations are ail the more reliant on a narrower range of controls
whir n all have the distinguishing characteristic that, in contrast to the business
corporation, they are not predominantly tied to utilitarian criteria but are instead :,Imost

entirely dependent on symbolic interaction. The first of these is legitimate authority
in which compliance issues from the power subject's acceptance of the proper legal
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Forms of Power
Authority
Coercive
motive
for
compliance

limit of
submission
!..) power

fear of
punishment

relative
insufficiency
of
punishment

)duced
desire for
rewards

relative

insufficency
of rewards
e.g. status
security,
money etc.

Persuasion

Legitimate

Competent

Persona!

acceptance
of source
of commands
of power
holder

value, )n

valuation
of personal
qualities of

discredited
jurisdiction

margin of
knowledge

of

knowledge of
power
holder

power holder

limit of
esteem

power subject
agrees in
the light of
own values
ideas/attitudes
ideas/attitudes
unconvincing
justification

jurisdiction of the power holder's orders. This form of authority cannot summon
creativity or 'action motivating meanings'; nor can it pre-empt evaluative questions
as to whether or nut legitimately issued orders are worthy and deserving of compliance.

it is for just this reason that legitimate authority is susceptible to fragmentations and
contradictions in the normative structures. 'Competent' authority is Wrong's term for
the authority of expertise inasmuch as compliance depends on the power subject's

evaluation of the power holder's knowledge. This is important since it is now
abundantly clear that the crisis of the state brings contradiction and instability to those
very criteria on which policy makers are obliged to judge what can and cannot count
as valid knowledge. There is therefore a very direct impact on the authority relations
through which state action must be co-ordinated. Personal' authority is Wrong's more
secularised version of Weber's 'charismat c authority'. This form of power is of course
extremely dependent on the very kind o: ethically grounded identification between

power holder and power subject that is pre-empted by any underlying r;reakdown
of the normative order. Much the same is true in respect of persuasion which succeeds

only in so far as the power subject's attitudes and values agree with those which
underlie whatever it is that he or she is being urged to accept. In the consultative
forms of. relationship which predominate among higher public servants persuasion
is perhaps the most important means of creating the commonality of purpose and
orientation that is needed to maintain coherence over time and across different areas
of activity.. Like the other forms of co-ordination that are most applicable to higher
pubi;.) administration, persuasion is also highly susceptiblo to disintegration of the
value complexes of late capitalist societies.

The first section of this paper sought to identify and to dispel a paradigmatic
blindness in the prevailing view of higher public servants. The purpose was to clear
the way for a more realistic sociological appreciation of senior bureaucrats as members
of society and hence as social actors with intellectual and value commitments that

are by no means immune to crises in the politiCal, economic, and sociocultural
structures of the larger society. In short this initial discussion takes a first step in
writing society back into the public servant. The task of the second sesslor, was again
to correct a curious omission by writing public servants into the theory of the state
in late capitalist society. Finagy, the third part of the paper relates the crisis of the

late capitalist state and its antecedents to the experience of higher bureaucrats.
I have not argued that crisis is imminent but rather that it is immanent in the
structures of society as they are presently constituted. Wo may or may not be heading
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towards a full blown legitimation crisis. Indeed this may be unlike:y since the state
clearly has many effective ways of buffering its crisesas examples, one points to
such practices as exchanges of executives between the public and private sectors,
changes in personnel and promotion policies, alteration in recruitment policies for
higher public servants, and t:.4 selective use of variously constituted 'task forces'.
Whether or not such strategies can produce the necessary dogree of integration is
open to debate. What this paper affirms is only that integration so won must have
its own costs and limits because the civil servant is no lore infinitely malleable than
is the society or the relation between the two: cultures and social structures always
impose their own inftexibilities upon the field of action. In other words I have tried
to show that the difficulties faced by higher public servants are by no means gratuitous
or accidental occurrences which can be taken one at a time and solved in an entirely

pragmatic way. The thrust of the discussion is that these difficulties are above all
patterned phenomena which demand systemat:1 and critical sociological explanations.
Without this understanding we condemn ourselves to the incomprehension with which

everyoneon the left, right, and centrenow views the very people whom we all
agree are our new masters and mistresses!
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Education, community and the crisis of
the state*
Richard Bates
Modern industrial societies (whether Left or Right, East or West) are
facing four interrelated crises which collectively produce an histori01
situation comparable in importance to that which precipitated the
French Revolution. These four crises are identified by Habermas as
those of economics, rationality, legitimacy and motivation (Habermas,
1976, 1979).

The symptoms of the economic crisis are evident to us all. The

structure of that crisis is also becoming clear. The problem is essential-

ly that the logic of capitalist production (whether private as in the

West or State as in the East) is based upon the continual accumulation
and concentration of capital. This involves the substitution of capital
intensive for labour intensive means of production which increases
rates of return by lowering labour costs and allows increased market
penetration and control. The outcome is the historical boom and bust
cycle of business to which has been added more recently, chronic and
persistent inflation accompanied by overproduction. Currently the application of a new means of production (micro-chip control of production processes) is facilitating an additional structural change in em-

ployment and displacing very large numbers of people from the
production process. The result at the moment is chronic instability,

continual inflation, overproduction, and large-scale transformations of
employment structures including substantial casualisation and displacement of labour within :',nd between nation states.
The second crisis
that of rationality
results in part from the
economic crisis. As the state is called upon to intervene in the economic crisis in order to support and enhance the processes of capital
accumulation and concentration, two things happen. Firstly, the rational planning models developed by the state in response to the crisis
impose unwanted controls on the logic and operations of capital, even
as the state attempts to serve these intereste. Secondly, as the state can
only provide the support demanded by capital by increasing taxes
there is a corresponding fall in the rate of private capital accumulation. Thus the very activities (rational planning and intervention to ensure stability) that e demanded by capital contradict the logic of the
`free market' and restrict the rate of capital accumulation. A "rationality crisis" emerges as incompatible demands are made and
responded to.
Revision of a paper presented to a Conference of the New Zealand Educational Administration Society, Auckland, New Zealand, in January 1983.
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The third (legitimacy) crisis arises from another set of incompatible
demands. The state has not only to serve the demands of capital but,
at least in a democracy, has also to maintain the mass loyalty of the
populace. This is typically done through the provision of welfare services such as education, health, social services, mass transport, enter-

tainment and so on. But these cost money and, beyond a certain
point, are regarded by capital as unproductive luxuries, i.e., they divert funds from the process of capital accumulation and concentration.
Thus the economic system increasingly demands the reduction of the
eosis of Such services. When this reduction is attempted the basis of
political consent and legitimation is threatened as taxes increase and
services are simultaneously reduced. If government fails to manage
this crisis of legitimation, the penalty is the withdrawal of mass loyalty
and the collapse of the democratic mandate.
The fourth (motivation) crisis results from an awareness that the
rhetoric of capital and state and the reality of social and economic life
are increasingly contradictory. Initially individuals are motivated to involve themselves in the production process because they believe (a)
that their achievements will be judged through a process of fair competition, (b) that individual striving is the best guarantee of the public
good and (c) that rewards will be distributed via 'the market' accord-

ing to both individual achievement and contribution to the public
good. As people lose faith in 'the market' as a fair and impartial mechanism of distribution; as they acknowledge that some asprets of the
public good (i.e., the reduction of pollution) can only be achieved by
collective action; and as they come to regard the effects of unbridled
and unrewarded competition and achievement as destructive, they lose
their motivation for involvement in and support for the production
process that is central to capitalism. Moreover, as government is less
and less able, because of the increasing demands of capital, to main-

tain social services, motivation is further reduced. Again, as the

technical solutions proposed by the state either avoid or fail to address
serious conflicts of value a motivational crisis emerges.
The cumulative effect of these crises is frequently called the "crisis

of the state". It might also be called the "crisis of community" for,
as I shall show, the development of the institutional structure of contemporary society which has contributed significantly to the emergence

of the present crisis has been accompanied by the adminis....ive destruction of community. Moreover, as I shall also show, the current
crisis is capable of satisfactory resolution only through the modifica-

tion of institutional structures by the principles and processes of
community. Education systems have contributed significantly to the
current crisis. They are capably of contributing significantly to its satisfactory resolution.
The Crisis and Education
Education systems are heavily implicated in the contemporary crisis of
the state. It could not be othe-wise, for education systems typically (a)
provide Vained manpower and produce technical knowledge for the
economic system; (b) are convenient mechanisms through which the

star c may attempt to den ;trate its rational control of economic
events through manpower p..nning and the 'fine-tuning' of the ratio
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of public/private spending; (c) are important agencies of socialisation
through which the political and economic order is legitimated and (d)
arc crucial in the development of motivation and commitment to the
young. Thus all four crises involve education systems in a direct nd
vital way.

Now, while I do not intend to deal comprehensively with these
crises, I would like to examine two aspects of fundamental importance. The first is the nature of the sustaining rhetoric which has legitimated educational policy and practice for the past hundred years or
so and its contzmporary collapse, and the send is the administrative
destruction of community which has taken place behind the shield of
this rhetoric.
The Sustaining Rhetoric of Education

As Michael Katz has suggested 'Public schools were created to allevi-

ate major behavioural problems and to shore up a social structure
under stress' (1980:78). In other words, as the breakdown of communal life accelerated under the pressure of industrial and urban revolutions, schools, along with hospitals and prisons, were increasingly used
as mechanisms of social control. The early public schools were, by
most accounts, orderly enough despite class sizes of sixty, seventy or
sometimes, as in the case of the monitorial systems, hundreds of pu-

pils. Even under these conditions 'Violence and disruption did not
pose serious problems, and pupils generally accepted the authority of
teachers.' (Katz, 1980:85). Nonetheless, orderly schools and docile pupils, though they may well have established the preconditions for the
emergence of the bureaucratic state, did little to alleviate the social
problems that were so often used to justify their establishment.
Despite a massive expenditure of funds and a recurrent attempt to use the
schools to alleviate social pathology, little connection ever existed between
the extent of public education and the amount of distress and disorder in
social life. (Katz, 1980:78)

Despite this apparent disjunction between the rhetoric of the schoolmen and the ineffectiveness of their panacea, the basic and enduring
structure of public education was established in less than half a sltury in the U.S.A., Europe, and Australasia, a truly swift and
remarkable accomplishment. The accomplishment of such an elaborate

and ubiquitous institutional structure in such a short time cannot be
understood if it is viewed as a unique phenomenon. In fact, what was
occurring in most industrialising countries during this period was a
progressive structuring of social, economic and cultural life into what
Max Weber called the 'iron cage' of the bureaucratised instiwional
society.

In the vanguard of this movement, as Bledstein (1976) and Larsen
(1977) have pointed out, were the emerging professions who laid claim
to the rhetoric of science and to expertise derived from secret knowledge of what kept the social, as well as the natural world going. Here
Max Weber suggested, the processes of classification and taxonomy
that had been so successful in mastering the natural world were pro,tressively applied to the bureaucratisation and hierarchisation of social
life.

The establishment of institutional hierarchies created new divisions
in social structure which were quickly exploited by individuals eager to

occupy the upper echelons of the new middle class. As Katz points
out, it was these hierarchical institutions which created the new classes: managers and managed, and it was by no means accidental that
`Among the first chief executives of the institutional state in the
nineteenth century were school superintendents and superintendents of
insane asylums' (Katz, 1980:82). Both schools and insane asylums and,

as Foucault (1979) points out, prisons too, were to be managed according to the principles of classification, hierarchisation and control
that had apparently been so successful in the worlds of science and
industry. As a result, institutional structures emerged devoted to the
management of both individual and society. Through this process, the
legitimating rhetoric of scientific order and control was added to the
claim that education could ameliorate social pathology.
The third characteristic of the rhetoric that sustained and legitimated institutionalised education during its first century was the rhetoric
of innate inequalities in ability and motivation. The extraordinary racism and xenophobia associated with early 'scientific' measurement of
psychological ability has been explored by Clarence Karier as has the

close association between the growth of the testing movement and
major industrial corporations (see Karier, 1972). But whatever the
sources of such procedures, the rhetorical outcome of such activities,
as they have been incorporated into schooling, has been a major contribution `to the legitimation of inequality ... through teaching children to blame themselves for failure' (Katz, 1980:80). The result of
this persuasion was a significant (if unconscious) lesson in political
economy : the unequal distribution of ability.
Thus, before the end of the nineteenth century, mass education systems were established throughout the Western world on the basis of

rhetorical appeals to their claims to ameliorate social pathology
through moral training; to provide a mechanism for the scientific
management of youth as a precursor to the scientific management of
society; and to identify, classify and stratify the members of mass society according to their 'innate' differences in ability and their appropriate status as managers or managed.
As Callahan (1962) has argued, this rhetoric was aggressively pursued by the emerging profession of educational administration whose
`cult of efficiency' legitimated the extension and consolidation of the
bureaucratic control of education and whose claims to impartiality
and professional expertise allowed the management of education to be
defined as apolitical thus insulating the emerging institutional structures (and the administrators) from local political interference (Iannaccone, 1983).

By the middle of the twentieth century, these trends had been consolidated and education had become typically the largest single item of

government expenditure (excepting in some cases, defence). This
expenditure increasingly supported vast numbers of teachers, administrators and educational professionals in an increasingly comfortable
middle class life. They became, if not managers, then at least assistant

managers. This massive enterprise was sustained by what Marvin
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Bressler called the "conventional wisdom of education", that is, the
belief that
Social change can be controlled by the application of disciplined intelligence

... the educational process is the only alternative to stagnation or revolutionary violence. It is the duty of education to preside over gradualistic
change toward a more perfect expression of the democratic tradition.
(1963: 181-2)

Just how the progressive segmentation of society into managers and
managed and the hermetic separation of these status groups from each
other through the structures of bureaucratic institutions were related
to the more perfect expression of the democratic tradition was a question left unasked. The post-war period was, in fact, dominated by visions of social progress engineered through planned governmental
intervention in and direction of social and economic investment. If society was, in fact, a rationally ordered and 'democratically' manipulable system of roles and responsibilities, then surely the precise, scientific specification of inputs combined with technical procedures of
control of both natural resources and human motivation could produce controllable outputs that would serve generalised social and political aspirations (Kogan, 1979;.

Education was seen to be crucial in this process. As Halsey points
out, during the 1950's and 1960's it was widely believed that
the maturing industrial societies were moving steadily towards m.,:ritocracy

and certification, as the principles of occupational placement in an evermore productive and efficient economic system of perpetual growth ... Education, it seemed, was playing, and was destined still more to play, a crucial
role in the formation of a more affluent and perhaps classless society.
(1977:126-7)

In the optimistic economic and political climate of this period education was thus seen to be a means of both individual and social salvation. What could be more motivating for administrators, teachers,
pupils, parents and politicians alike than this doctrine of social progress through education and its associated credo of unlimited hope? As
Bressler suggested

... the credo of unlimited hope performs a useful function for education.
For the Professor or school-man who sights the promise of individual and
social salvation, the school becomes the Church and work a calling. In a
profession where frustration and failure arc come-on, the ideology of mass
education revives professional energy and protects children against the comfortable cynicism and apathy that might otherwise afflict their teachers.
(1963:83)

Education was therefore fundamental to the creation of what David
Tyack (1974) calls the One Best System and the centrality of its contri-

bution was a major motivating mechanism for educators who were
caught up in the creation of a new society, a new vision of the social
order. The destruction of the older social order was of course a .ecessary concomitant of this new vision. The destruction of the older communal structures of local custom, of religion, of kinship, of geographical stability, were seen as a small price to pay for the benefits of
the new world.
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The specific contributions of education to the development of the
One Best System lay in its claim to the identification, nurturance and
promotion of a wide diversity of talents from what.wer social, racial,
or religious background they came. The inhibiting effects of class,
religion, race (and latterly, gender) on talented individuals were to be
abolished through a system of equal educational opportunity linked to
a system of equal and open occupational opportunity. The formula
for the transformation of society was that of the meritocracy (Young,
1958).

The public tasks of education systems were, therefore, to identify
and develop talent (measured by, among other things, I.Q.); to seek
and encourage motivation and aspiration; to rank individuals to the
hierarchy of social and economic opportunity on the basis of credentials and certification. Such procedures were essential in the creation
of the One Best System in which traditional forms of class, racial, religious and sexual repression were to be overcome. Education was fundamental in the production of equal opportunity within an expanding,
rationally planned and ordered society in which constant growth
would provide the means for the more equal distribution of affluence
and the elimination of human want, misery and the dead hand of tradition.
For the thirty years following the Second World War; the combination of system planning and meritocratic justification provided a pow-

erful sustaining rhstoric for education: a rhetoric which encouraged
and sustained the participation, motivation and commitment of
individuals at all levels and assured education of government funding,
administrative competence, teacher professionalism, pupils' application and parents' aspirations alike. That rhetoric, the rhetoric of the
One Best System, is currently in a state of collapse. And it is collapsing, not because schools have failed to increase the technical performances of children, nor because schools have failed to devise
comprehensive systems for the identification, quantification and certification of talent, nor because schools have failed to appropriatelyiselect and allocate students to differing social futures (indeed, they hhve
succeeded better than anyone expected in most of these tasks
see
Levin, 1978; Rumberger, 198;; lannacone, 1978; Bates, 1981a, 1981b,
1982b), but because of several different factors that have become in-

creaningly clear during the late 1970'k as the Crisis of the State
intensified.

The Collapse of the Sustaining Rhetoric
Three aspects of the current crisis directly challenge the sustaining rhetoric of mass education systems. These challenges are not specific to

education as an institution, but originate in a wider challenge to the
legitimacy and effectiveness of institutional meritocratic society as a
whole. However, the centrality of education in the structure of institutional society ensures that experience of education is a significant
source of disillusion for many and that education is subsequently a
primary target for the expression of that disillusion.
The first challenge to the sustaining rhetoric of the institutional society derives from the observation that the gap between the aims and
the achievements of government planners has grown to immense pro-

portions. Indeed, in most areas of government policy, the promises of
greater affluence, equality, opportunity and freedom have been
matched in recent years by achievements of precisely the opposite
kind: lower disposable incomes for the majority of the population,
greater unemployment, increased divergence between the opportunities
and wealth of rich and poor and increasing constraints on civil liberties (see Theophanus, 1979; Evans et al., 1982; Sawyer, 19E2).
Gross inequalities in the distribution of wealth are increasingly recognised as being paralleled by similar inequalities in the distribution
of cultural resources such as education. Thus, in education, as elsewhere, the question is increasingly asked: how is it that the defence of
such inequalities takes precedence over the principles of equity, justice

and opportunity ty which the One Best System was justified? The
difficulty of answering this issue lies at the heart of the crisis in legitimacy faced by governments in most Western countries (see Habermcs,
1976; Weiler, 1981, 19821.

The second problem is allied to the first, that is, the majority of
people are beginning to realise what minority groups have known for
a long time: that schools do not offer any significant chances of upward social mobility for very many people, because such chances are

related, not to education, but to the structure of the labour market
and the politics of privilege. Indeed, despite increasing rates of school

retention and higher rates of graduation and certification, youth
unemployment and underemployment isincreasing. This is because, as
Levin (1981), Rumberger (1981), and Edwards (1979) point out, the

reorganisation of the workplace to substitute capital for labour and
the deskilling of both blue am` Mite collar jobs through the utilisation of technology has taken place at precisely the time when schools
have been producing more and better-educated potential workers.
Once again the impact of this revolution in the workplace has been
felt most by minority groups. Indeed the progressive segmentation of
the workforce has occurred along rigid class lines with strongly associated ethnic, age and gender stratifications also involved (see Edwards,
1979; Gilmour & Lansbury, 1979; Windschuttle, 1980).
The third major problem relates to an alteration in consciousness,
that is, the proclaimed justice of the meritocracy has been shown for
what it is
a sham. For, while claiming to offer opportunity to all,
the principles of individual competition and the false presumption that
all begin the competition with equal handicaps have been increasingly
recognised to demand the converse. That is, as Ken McKinnon said in
a recent interview, "the general expectations of schools and the gener-

al way they are presently set up is for failure for a large majority.
That being so, they achieve their task very well". (Bates and Kynaston, 1983). In saying this McKinnon echoes the conviction of many
educ,-ors who have been increasingly concerned at the negative and
destructIdc effects of schools on a substantial number of their pupils.
Bennett sumarises the issue:
Schools teach tV/6 principal things, competition and failure. First they teach
that society is a competition and that schooling itself is a competition; the

latter is simply a preparation for the former. Secondly, they teach that in
these competitions most people fail; and as Neill, Holt and so many other
progressive teachers have claimed, they teach people to fail. Even though it
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the 'essential nightmare' as
is the fear of failure which motivates them
so also most of theta must learn to accept the
Henry (1972) calls it
inevitability of failure. And as most of those who fail are the children of
the less privileged and will themselves in turn become the less privileged,
'educational institutions', as Bornstein suggested, 'legitimise social inequality by individualising failure'. (1932:179)

Thus in the area of its proclaimed expertise, the school, through its
structures of curriculum and pedagogy, but most of all through its
structures of evaluation and allocation, achieves the opposite of its
proclaimed ambitions; success for an already advantaged minority is
bought at the expense of failure for an already disadvantaged majority.
Such criticisms are not, of course, confined to analyses of the edu-

cation system but are directed at most of the social agencies of the
organisational society. Education has been, however, a particular target because of its centrality and importance in the promotion of
talent, its p;oduction of motivation and commitment, and its legitima-

tion of tte ideology of the One Best System. Thus, it should not be
surprising to find those who were disappointd at the apparent gulf between myth and reality asking whether "the real goal of education is
not the 'maximisation' of everyone's potential, but only the potential
r
the elite or ruling class". (Carnoy, 1972:2)
of the few
t
It has been commonplace among both liberal and radical critics of
education systems for several decades now that education systems tend
to reproduce rather than ameliorate social inequalities. Indeed, how
could it be otherwise when education is so closely geared to the divi-

sive structures of bureaucratic society?' The striking aspect of the
current situation is that, as Katz points out, 'the contradiction between the promise of institutionalised policy and its results finally has
begun to penetrate popular consciousness' (1980:85). The immediate
consequence of this realisation is a series of attacks on the institutional structures of education ranging from physical attacks on teachers

and administrators, to attempts to employ legal process to hold
schools accountable for the delivery of the results their rhetoric promises. As Katz suggests:
Serious attendance problems, physical assaults upon students and teachers,
and the need for police to patrol school corridors : these developments signal not only a failure of traditional mutes of ensuring order but a broader
refusal to accept the authority of social and political institutions. Students
who riot have not learned docility, reliability, and restraint. They have not
learned to accept the unequal distribution of power and rewards with grace
and a fitting self-effacement. In the same way poor parents who have attempted to make schools legally responsible for the achievement of their
children have rejected a fundamental premise of the system : individual
responsibility for failure. By their demand that schools actually teach, they
are making a powerful political protest which strikes directly not only at
schools but at the ideology of mobility which has legitimized the structure
of inequality ... (Katz, 1980:85)

The collapse of the sustaining rhetoric of education is linked therefore
to the collapse of the legitimating rhetoric of institutional society and
to the developing crisis of the state. The effects of this crisis are not
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theoretical. They are concrete and immediate and range from the increased hostility between pupils and teachers in the classroom, through
vandalism to school property and legal challenges to school administrators to governmental hostility towards an institution that is failing
to maintain the enginee:Ing of consent that is fundamental to the cbhtinued legitimacy of the institutional society.
The Iron Cage of Bureaucracy

The task of reconciling individuals to the increasingly rationalised

structures of economic and social life is a central problematic in most
social and administrative theory. The question is frequently seen as
that of harnessing individual motivation to the efficient pursuit of politicaLy or managerially determined goals. The rational organisation of
collective action in pursuit of such goals has been a major preoccupation of managers and bureaucrats for some time now (see Hoy &
Miskel, 1982; Silver, 19/1). Indeed the apparent solution of this problem through the development of large scale burreaucracies is widely
regarded as one of the major achievements of the modern world. For
instance, Weber, in his analysis of the increasing scope and power of
bureaucratic organisations in the modern world asserted that 'Bureaucracy is the way of translating social action into rationally organised
action' (1968, p. 987).
Weber, contrary to popular mythology, was neither the inventor nor
an advocate of bureaucracy. Indeed, he saw, in the unfettered pursuit
of rationally calculated means to ends determined by 'dominant interests', the creation of an essentially mechanical world unfit for human

beings. 'Bureaucracy develops the more perfectly, the more it is

".'dehumanised ", the more completely it succeeds in eliminating from
official business, love, hatred, and all personal, irational and emotional elements which escape calculation' (1968, p. 975). Weber viewed the
resulting 'iron cage' as a terminal world whose inhumanity would lead
to a final, 'mechanised petrification, embellished riith a sort of convulsive self-importance' (1958, p. 182).
The most extreme form and perfect example of the resulting iron
cage is, of course, the totalitarian society which achieves social, economic and political rationality through the forcible subordination of

individual interests to the interests of 'the state'. The mechanical
petrification and convulsive self-importance of such states is abundantly clear in current totalitarian regimes of both right and left which
are surely the antithesis of community.
The major objection to such states is usually the extent of force re-

quired to ensure submission to the 'rationality' of the state. But as
Huxley (who shared Weber's vision) suggested in his introduction to

Brave New World (1946)
A really efficient totalitarian state would be one in which the all-powerful
executive of political bosses and their army of managers control a population of slaves who do not have to 'tie coerced, because they love their
servitude. (Huxley, 1980, p. 12, emphasis added)

The creation of loving serfs, or to give it a title of greater self-importance; the engineering of consent is one of the great tasks facing the
controllers of the iron cage. It is a task given, says Huxley, 'to ministries of propaganda, newspaper editors and school teachers" (1980, p.
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12). The task is that of socialisation.
Clearly all societies, all cultures, socialise their members into certain

patterns of value, belief and conduct. Socialisation is an inevitable
concomitant of social life. However, the socialisation demanded by
bureaucratic organisation is radically differere, from that of most cultures, societies and communities in that it is directed towards the effective depoliticisation of both organisational members and clients.
That is, as Hummel (1982) suggests:
In bureaucracy, administration replaces politics. Not politics as the 4-.6bureaucracy increasingly makes'? the
sion-making core activity of society
but politics as the
central decisions that govern public and private life
participatory activity of citizens co-operating or fighting with one another
to work out solutions to public problems. (Hummel, 1982, p. 185)

In the process the essentially public process of political argument and
decision 'is replaced by the purportedly apolitical decision-making of
the managerial few ... the public, those affected by the decisions, is
systematically excluded from the process' (1982, p. 185).
This fundamental de-politicisation of the public is a key feature of
the socialisation process demanded by bureaucratic organisations in
their construction of the iron cage. Indeed, as Denhardt (1981) suggests, the specific form of socialisation required by such organisations
is becoming a generalised feature of organisational society.
The result of this (organizational) socialization process is the widespread as-

sumption of a particular viewpoint, a sort of organizational ethic, one
which supports the extension of an organizational society and offers itself
as a way of life for persons in our society. To the extent we accept that
ethic, we will come to see the world in terms of order and structure rather
than conflict and change; we will come to value discipline, regulation and
obedience in contrast to independence, expressiveness and creativity. And
we will see the world in terms of techniques for resolving inconveniences in
the smooth and efficient administration of human affairs. What: is especially important is that this new ethic of organization does not just instruct our
activities in organization (as do theories of organization); rather, its power
is so great that it recommends those same patterns of thought and behaviourfOr our lives generally. (Denhardt, 1981, p. 5)

Thus, socialisation into organisational bureaucracies and more gener-

ally into the organisational society is significantly different from
socialisation into most other historical forms of social, cultural or
community life. This is because, in bureaucracies, the scope for political action as a public expression of personal meaning and commitment

is both reduced and restricted to the managers. The opportunity for
meaningful action by individuals is therefore significantly appropriated
and substituted by the hierarchy of organisational ,control. This produces, at the individual level, a paradox: the meaning of individual
action is frequently contradicted by the rationality, of organisational
demands. As Denhardt suggests:
The dilemma faced by the individual seeking a context for meaningful action is that, as the continued bureaucratization of society displaces earlier
political, vocational, and religious concerns, the individual is left with few
opportunities to engage in actions outside organized systems. The problem
with this ... is that organized systems are inherently based around notions

of regulation and control. This means that the organized individual is
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placed in the contradictory position of attempting to pursue meaningful
choice within systems of regulation, a result that is both confounding and
alienating in its impact. (Denhardt, 1981, p. 8)

Thus the 'rationality' of btreaucracy produces a profoundly irrational
situation for the individual who, moreover, is prevented from pursuing public and political solutions to various dilemmas by the avowedly
apolitical nature of the range of organised structures which are the only possible structures through which he can approach the organisational society. It appears that the central problem with which social and
administrative theory has been concerned for the past two hundred
years
that of reconciling organisational efficiency with personal
motivation and commitment through bureaucratisation
has reached
an impasse.
The individual irrationality produced by bureaucratic, institutionalised societies not only depolitices people, it also demoralises them.
That is, the restriction of decision-making power to those in charge of
the organisation both de-politicises the majority of 'functionaries' and
'clients' and, simultaneously, absolves them from moral responsibilities
provided that they obey the rules. The result is the production
of what Berger, Berger and Kellner have called The Homeless Mind
(1974). Advanced industrial rationality destroys the protective "sacred
canopy" of meanings and leaves the contemporary mind "homeless"
in an indifferent universe. This is the result of accepting the instrumental, objectified, depersonalised logic of bureaucratic operations in
which, contrary to the philosopher Kant's insistence that people must
be treated as ends in themselves rather than simply as means,
individuals are treated in a purely functional manner. Thus, as Hummel points out:
Students become the 'products' of universities. Workers become the 'tools'
of management. Individuals holding roles within an institution become subsystems performing functions within a system
'functionaries'. And clients become 'cases' or things. (Hummel, 1982, p. 41)

In the end, as Weber's terrifying vision of the reality of bureaucratised
society suggested, the inhabitants of the iron cage become 'specialists
without spirit, sensualists without heart', yet, ironically, 'this nullity

imagines that it has attained a level of civilization never before
achieved' (Weber, 1958, p. 182). The cumulative effect of the Iron
Cage of the Institutional Society is to de-rationalise, de-politicise and
de-moralise the individual.
The creation of the Institutional Society
this 'level of civilization
never before achieved' is herefore dependent upon not only the administrative destruction of community but also upon the transforma-

tion of individual consciousness and experience so that community
members become institutional functionaries or cases for treatment.
Hummel's (1982) extended analysis of Weber's famous essay on bureaucracy identifies five major transformations of consciousness and
action associated with the development of the organisational ethic. Bureaucracies, he says, demand transformations of our previous historical and

biographical experience in five areas: social, cultural,
psychological, linguistic and political.

1 ,C4

101

Bureaucracy gives birth to a new species of inhuman beings. People's social
relations ae being converted into control relations. Their norms and beliefs
concerning human ends are torn from them an 'placed with skills affirm-

ing the ascendancy of technical means, whether b. administration or production. Psychologically, the new personality type is that of the rationalistic
expert, incapable of emotion and devoid of will. Language, once the means
for brining people into communication, becomes a secretive tool of one-way
commands. Politics, especially democratic politics, fades away as the method of publicly determining society-wide goals based on human needs; it is
replaced by administration. (Hummel, 1982, p. 2)

Thus the quest for order and control which justifies the
bureaucratisation of the modern world ends up producing an inherent-

ly irrational situation which destroys the very humanity it pretends to
serve. Indeed,
the rational model of administration may assist in efforts at prediction and
control in the interest of efficiency, but it cannot provide an understanding
of the meaning of organizational life or a critique of its limitations. Moreover, where the rational model serves as a model of appropriate human action, it provides an extremely limited view of the individual, especially with
respect to the question of moral consciousness. Finally, since the rational
model inherently serves the interests of social regulation, it cannot aid in
the individual's search for autonomy and responsibility. Yet these are just
the issues which must be resolved in order for persons to explore new ways

of relating to one another as they share in the tasks of life. (Denhardt,
1981, p. 123)

It seems clear from such analysis that the institutional structures of
bureaucracies, as they have so far developed o modern society, totally
deny any concern with fraternity. The iron cage of bureaucracy excludes the consideration of the personal relationships individuals have
with each other, the quality of the social life they share, and the moral
claims they have on each other. If these considerations are fundamental to the nature of community then what we have done in our pursuit
of a manageable society is to engineer the administrative destruction
of kvmmunity. Indeed, the most significant effect of the emergence of,
organisational society may well have been the destruction of common
values, experience, and commitment over the wholl range of human
action that once served at a local level to produce a coherent and com-

prehensible view of the social world and to sustain individual
participation in it. How could it be otherwise when organisations derationalise, de-politicise and de-moralise their members by wrenching
those systems of shared values,
them away from their cultural roots
ideals and ways of living that are the essence of community? For the
bureaucracy, as Weber (1968) noted, imposes norms of precision, sta-.
bility, discipline, reliability, calculability, rationality, impersonality
and formal equality thus submerging and denying the norms that traditionally govern social life.

So what is to be done that we may celebrate fraternity and assert
the importance of the personal relationships that individuals have with

one another, the quality of the social life they share and the moral
claims they have on each other? In my view two things are fundamental. We need, firstly, to demystify organisations and secondly, to so
modify the processes of organisational life that organisations become
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participative structures responsive to human needs. Schools are good
organisations to begin with because of two facts: one, schools are only
loosely coupled to iheir administrative environment; and two, the educational relationship is necessarily and fundamentally participative.
Demystifying Organisations

One of the

curious aspects of our contemporary analysis of

organisations is that the analysis reifies bureaucracies at the same time
as it despairs of their consequences.
The first step in demystifying organisations is, therefore, to reduce
such reification and acknowledge that because organisations are created they can therefore, presumably, be recreated; that is, to recognise
organisations as works of the imagination despite their often very concrete external appearances. Ernest Becker argues, for instance, that in
organisational life, as in the wider sphere of social action
Man's answers to the problem of his existence are in large measure fictional. His notions of time, space, power, the character of his dialogue with
nature, his venture with his fellow man, his primary heroism
all these are
embedded in a network of codified meanings and perceptions that are in
large part arbitrary and fictional. (Becker, 1971, p. 56)

We are entitled to ask, therefore, whether the rational model which
organisational theory presents as an accurate and persuasive model of
human action is, in fact, an acceptable fiction. There are increasing
doubts among mainstream organisational theorists as to the validity of
the received wisdom of the social sciences. For instance, Perrow has
this to say:
Neither social scientists nor people in general are as smart and naional as
they think they are. Social scientists mask this reality by desperately trying
to make sense of many things that are really quite senseless when examined
closely. Yet they convey the impression of lawful, even rational behavior
because of research techniques that tare lar;ely self-serving. Social scientists
have constructed fictions, such as the idea of personality or character arc'

the notion of evolutionary change, to hide the dis,nder of our everyday
existence and the unpredictable nature of human history. (Perrow, 1982, p.
684)

Indeed, it is not difficult to suspect that it is this very disorder in the
affairs of men that provokes the attempt to explain, predict and control the world. But while positivistic science has been immensely successful in applying the logic of causation and control to the domination of the physical world, the transfer of such explanation and action

to the social world has been much less sur,tessful. In part this is
because of the unpredictable nature of hum: ghaviour and in part,

as we have noted previously, to the objectic Jle moral consequences
of organisational hierarchies. But these objections have not prevented
the transformation of the logic of physiCal science into the fictions of
social science. Taking the example of organisational goals as a key
construct in organisational theory, Perrow has this to say:
The idea of organizational goals is one of our most powerful order-giving
constructs and one of the best ways to impose a reality upon our everyday
workspace. (But) the notion of goals may be a mystification, hiding an errant, vagrant, changeable world that will never make more than a .3 corre-
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lation in social science research ... Do organizations have goals, then, in the
rational sense of organizational theory? I do not think so. In fact, when an
executive says, this is our goal', chances are that he is looking at what the
organization happens to be doing at the time and saying, 'Since we are all
very rational here, and we are doing this, this must be our goal'. Organizations, in this sense, run backward; the deed is father to the thought, not the
other way around. (Perrow, 1982, p. 687)

Thus the notion of ordered rationality serving organisation goals may

well be a fiction that is downright misleadipg in an attempt to
understand organisations. It seems proper therefore to ask what purpose such a fiction might serve. Or rather whose purposes it might
serve.

Organisational theory and organisational purpose
Without suggesting a conspiracy theory, Perrow suggests that in general
... the problem the organization is mandated to deal with, and the methods
of dealing with it, are formulated on the basis of elite consensus about how
the system should work. Poverty is the responsibility of the poor; deviant
behaviour is defined as such by elites even if the deviants do not see it as
deviant; solutions mtrst come from help to the poor, rather than a restructuring of society, and so on. (Perrow, 1978, p. 113)

Thus, in the process of maintaining the interests of the elite consensul
It would not do for the executive of an agency that purportedly is helping
the poor to seek a massive redistribution of wealth in the community by
taxing the rich heavily and giving it to the poor, or cutting the salaries of
highly paid officials and using the money to create jobs for the poor, in,
say, renovating slum housing; to investigate inefficiency and corruption in
other agencies so that they might give more help; or organise the poor into

an effective political force that would remove elected officials or even
restructure the government. These are all possible solutions to the problem,
but they would not conform to the expectations of the present system
thus, solutions, such as they are, must not disturb the system, even if the
system might help cause the problems. The sensible executives know this
quite well: indeed so well that they often are not aware that they know it.
(Perrow, 1978, p. 113-4)

Perrow therefore agrees with Weber who saw bureaucracy operating
dispassionately and remorselessly to serve the interests of dominant elites. Indeed as Salzman (1981) points out, the whole doctrine of the
rational pursuit of organisational goals serves to gloss the coincidence
of organisational and class structures. As Perrow again suggests
... our efforts at giving accounts and attributing rationality serve the elites
much more than they serve the majority of the people. These efforts create
a world in which technological necessity, organizational hierarchy, profit
goals, and so on become legitimated. They reduce the space for the ordinary mortal to move around. (Perrow, 1982, p. 688)

Reducing the space for the ordinary mortal to move around is an inevitable outcome of an organisational fiction based upon premises of ex-

planation, prediction and control of the social world. The issue of
control is paramount. But while the task of explanation and prediction
in the physical sciences allows (indeed, is devoted to) control of inani-
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mate, or at least non-human objects, the utilisation of a similar model
in the social world can only mean the control of the majority of ordinary mortals by (invariably self-serving) elites. Thus the fiction of the
rationally ordered bureaucracy, neutral, apolitical and dispassionate in
its pursuit of neutral organisational goals can be seen to be, on the
one hand, a probably inaccurate representation of a disordered social
and organisational reality and, on the other, a fiction that serves minority interests (those of the managers) while s;muitaneously reducing
the space for ordinary mortals (the managed) to move around. This
being, so, it seems likely that the mass of ordinary mortals might well
find an alternative fiction more acceptable, especially if it was one
which presented a model at made better sense of their experience
and was committed to increasing rather than reducing their control
over their own destiny.
Towards an alternative fiction

Such an alternative model is rapidly emerging in the theoretical worlds
of social theory, public administration and education. It is a model
that draws on two major theoretical traditions: those of phenomenological analysis and of critical theory. Phenomenological analysis is
based on a fundamental distinction between the objectives of the natural and social sciences. While the natural sciences adopt an instrumen-

tal approach to the causation of phenomena in the physical world,

social sciences are regarded as being additionally concerned with understanding the ways in which humans attach meanings to thcie actjons. In contrast to the explanation of the behaviour of physical objects (which can often be objective, deterministic and predictive) the
phenomenologist argues that the intentionality of human action
introduces the possibility of creative, even unique, responses to experience. As a result of this basic understanding of the difference between
the predictable world of the physical sciences and the implictly unpredictable world of the human or social sciences, phenomenology is
much better placed to understand and explain the apparent disorder of
the human world that Perrow argues frustrates the polite fiction of
organisational rationality.
The tank of critical theory is complementary to that of phenomenological analysis. That is, it is the purpose of critical social theory to
explicate and penetrate the rationalisations and justifications
(ideologies) which sustain the apparent regularities of social life.
It is the task of critical social analysis to cut through these justifications, or
ideologies, and to establish the regularities of social action which lie beneath the surface of our relationships. In turn, the critique permits us to see
relationships .f dependency an submissiveness which have previously been
concealed; it sets off a process of self-reflection in which we begin to comprehend our true condition (unfettered by ideological constraints). To engage in serious and unconstrained self-reflection leads to self-knowledge
and guided by self - reflection, we can engage in responsible social action.
(Denhardt, 1981, p. 113)

Thus, in contrast to the instrumental model of the physical sciences
(and the traditional model of bureaucratic organisations) a model of

social action is being developed that both takes account of the
..npredictabil results of human intentionality and offers a method of
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critical social analysis that allows us to penetrate the ideological constraints of the social world in which we live. The preceding discussion
of traditional organisation theory is an example of such critical social
analysis.

An 'educative democracy?

It hs been arguedby Fay (1975, 1977) that this form of critical analysis makes possible an alternative model to the instrumental relationship between . theory and practice employed ay traditional
nriputisational science. Fay calls this alternative the educative model.
Its intention it to provide people with an understanding of their own
lives, that is, of their needs, of the social conditions, that prevent. the
fulfilment of those needs and ways in which their lives, and the social

system, might be changed so as to increase-the chances that their
needs will be met. According to Fay:
Both the instrumentalist and the educative models promise freedom; but in
the former it is the freedom that results from knowing how to achieve what
one wants, whereas in the latter it is the freedom to be self-determining in
the sett% of being able to decide for oneself, on the basis of a lucid, critical
self-awareness, the manner in which one wishes to live. In the educative

model, the practical result of social theory is not the means for greater
manipulative power, but rather the self-understanding that allows one's own

rational thinking to be the cause of one's actions: i.e., social theory is a
means towards increased autonomy. (Fay, 1977, p. 207)

It is not accidental that Fay should call the alternative to the instrumental model educative, for, as Connell et al. have pointed out, 'Education has fundamental connections with the idea of human ernancipa-.

tion, though it is constantly in danger of being captured for other
interests' (1982, p. 208). The educative model, you will notice, 'implies

not only critical examination of the manner in which one wishes to
live but the undertaking of action in a social context which furthers
the achievement of autonomy. Such a process inevitably involves concerns with the personal relationships individuals have with each other,
the quality of the social life they share and the moral claims they have
on each other. That is, the educative relationship is essentially concerned with issues of both individual and communal emancipation.

The thrust of the educative model is clearly in opposition to the
functional model which informs the institutional society and supports
the division of community into managers and managed. The educative
model demands forLis of participative democracy where individuals
and communkies command both the technical means and the moral
ends of action. This is a singular contrast to contemporary font's of
representative democracy which assume that most people are not capable (for one reason or another) of making decisions and that consequently elites have to be elected to make decisions for them (Margetson, 1980). The recovery of community rests very much therefore on
the retrieval of the practice of participatory democracy.
How is this to be done?
I have suggested earlier, following Renwick (1975), that community is
characterised by three things (a) the personal nature of the relations
individuals have with each other, (b) the quality of their shared social
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life, and (c) the moral claims people have on each other. I have also
argued that .the administrative destruction of community was
historically based upon the de-rationalisation, de-moralisation and depoliticisation of individuals and the transformation of their social, cultural, psychological, linguistic and political consciousness through the

rhetoric of the One Best System, into the hierarchical structtues and
processes of the institutional society. Mass education and the form of
educational administration historically associated with it was an essential ingredient in the development of the resulting technology of control (see Bates, 1980, 1983). What we have achieved in the institutional
society : the Iron Cage of Bureaucracy
is, therefore, the very opposite of community. What would seem to be needed is a revocation

of the principles and practice of bureaucracy and a return to the
practice of community. But the restoration of the Golden Age of the
small scale rural village seems to me impossible of achievement (Bates,

1975). We cannot return with Maui to the womb unless we wish to
share his fate. The only possibility is not the destruction but rather the
colonisation and transformation of the Iron Cage
what mightt be
called the communalisaticn of the institutional world.
Communication and Community

It is not accidental that the words community and communication
share the same latin root, as communication is the essence of community. Indeed, it is the distortion of communication in bureaucratic organisations that is claimed by Habermas to be the major disabling me-

chanism that frustrates the. celebration of community within the
structures of Institutional Society. Indeed, many organisations appear
to deliberately distort communications as a mechanism of domination.
They obscure the power of vested interests, manipulate trust and consent, twist and restrict available knowledge and thereby limit possibilities to those serving the manager's interests. Presumably, administrators who are committed to the ideals of community, of a participative,
emancipatory educational democracy will see the correction of these
disabling distortions as a major objective of their practice. Democratic
interaction is indeed dependent on the elimination of such distortions

in communication. As Watkins (1983) suggests the aim of a truly
educational administration, like the aim of critical theory, should
therefore be
a life free from unnecessary domination in whatever form and which should

be implicit in every act of communication. Individual emancipation is
Achieved through collaboration, sharing knowledge, reaching agreement
through reciprocal understanding within a common accord and mutual
trust. (1983:22)

In other words, ittdividual emancipation (the ideals of liberty and
equality) can only properly be achieved within the context of community and through processes of undistorted communication. What frequently inhibits such achievement are distortions of communication

due to the violation of Habermas' (1979) four norms of 'universal
pragmatics', that is, through incomprehensibility, insincerity, illegitimacy and untruth. Watkins (1983) has suggested .(following Forester,
1980) that such distortions can be identified and to some extent reca-

led.
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Such common practices as: the mystification of issues and the exclu-

sion bf parents and public through the use of incomprehensible.
jargon; the misrepresentation of the public good through the giving- of

rhetorical assurances that disguise motives; the attempt .to impose
rationalisations through professional prestige and dominance; the
withholding or obscuring of policy possibilities through the withholding of information. Indeed, as Watkins argues, what is needed is the
development of techniques for penetrating such administrative distortions by parents and communities. One example of such techniques is
provided by the Parent Action Manual (Andrews, 1982).
The development of such techniques both in terms of self-defence
and in terms of critical self-reflection is essential if the Iron Cage of
the Institutional Society is to be colonised and transformed into something approaching our ideals of community. As Watkins suggests such
transformations set a clear agenda for administrators:
The implications' inherent in the overcoming of any administrative
distortions of communication are that educational administrators need not
only technical administrative skills but also political and social skills demanded by the environmental pressures impinging on the organisation.
Consequently, the educational administrator needs firstly, to combine and
integrate technical skills with open, democratic participation; secondly, to
use and develop community skills and resources rather than pre-empt them;
thirdly, to harbour the growth and support of diverse interest groups who
may incorporate a critical element into decision making processes and-lastly, to be aware of the larger structural and social changes taking place at

the international and national level which when manifest at the local,
practical level may affect claims of legitimacy and truth. In this way a critical social theory of educational administration recognises that education or-

ganisation must be viewed not as mere technical systems but as settings
where people engage in communicative interaction. (Watkins, 1983:25)

The reestablishment of the principles of community within the structures of institutional society can be seen therefore to be basically dependent upon the transformation of the distorted communications that
allow forms of administrative dominance that de-rationalise, de-moralise and de-politicise people. The forms of action that result from the
establishment of undistorted communication will celebrate the
meaning of community more effectively than an attempted return to
the romantic and unattainable nostalgia of the rural village. But such
a celebration will not be achievement without cost. Firstly, the traditions that have dominated educational administration and furthered
the development of the technology of managerial control are challenged by the ideals of community. Many of us will find it difficult to
relinquish the unquestioned authoritarianisla of our professional status. Others will find the negotiations involved a source of frustration
and inefficiency. Yet others will willingly adopt such techniques in
modifying the hierarchy above them but resist all attempts of those
below them to employ similar strategies of democratisation. But for
those of us who are seriously committed to the ideal of community, to
the issues, of the nature of personal relations, of the quality of shared
sociel life and the moral claims we have on each other, the adoption
of such strategies is not only a technical preference but also a moral
obligation. The alternative is indeed Orwell's 1984 and our involve-
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meat in the creation of an army of willing serfs, living happily in the
Iron Cage of the Institutional Society.
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`Politics as a vocation' and 'Science as a vocation' originally delivered at
Munich University in 1918 and the chapters on 'Structures of power' and
`Bureaucracy' taken from Wirischaft and Gesellschaft published in 1922. The

translations arc preceded by a useful intellectual biography of Weber.
White, L.D. Introduction to the Study of Public Administration. Macmillan, New

York, 1926.
One of the earliest texts on public administration. Emphasises the classic
themes of early public administration such as the importance of administration in an increasingly complex society, the need for efficiency, the uses
of a scientific approach to administration and the need to separate 'principled' administration from the venality of politics.
Willoughby, W.F. Principles of Public Administration. Johns Hopkins Press,
Baltimore, 1927.

The 'principles' advocated by Willoughby were to be achieved through
diligent scientific study in order to provide a guide to action. Another early
classic, this volume stresses the importance of budgetary matters including
purchasing, storage etc. Unlike White, who regarded the president as the
chief administrator, Willoughby saw Congress as holding the constitutional
right of administration and delegating it to the president and others at its
discretion.

Wilson, W. 'The study of public administration'. Reprinted in D. Waldo.
Ideas and Issues in Public Administration. Greenwood Press, Westport, Conn.,
1953.

Originally published in 1887 Wilson's paper was the most influential state-

ment on public administration for nearly half a century. Noting that 'it
is getting to be harder to run a constitution than to frame one' he insisted
that America had a great deal to learn from Europe in terms of establishing
an effective, independent public service separate from the `spc Ils' system
of political patronage . He advocated the development of a science of administration, a career public service and a strict separation of administration

and politics. At the same time he looked for a uniquely American form
of public administration related to processes of democratic rather than
monarchical accountability. Still worth reading.

Post-war developments
Dahl, R.A. The science of public administration. Three problems'. Public
Administration Review, vol.7, 1947, pp. 1-11.

This was one of the first post-war publications to question assumptions
of the preceding 'orthodox' period of public administration. Dahl was particularly critical of the separation of normative considerations from the
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`scientific' study of administration. He insisted that public administration
in particular must be founded on 'some clarification of ends' and that public
administration must also be founded on the study of 'certain aspects of
human behaviour' viz. psychology. He also argued for a broader study
of the social and behavioural sciences.
Heady, F. Public Administration: A Comparative Perspective. 3rd edn, Marcel

Dekker. New York, 1984.
First published in 1966 this is a comprehensive compendium of' orthodox
approaches to public administration. Claims to be 'the first comprehensive effort to assess the state of the comparative study of public administration and to characterise the administrative systems in a wide range of
present-day nation states'. Provides a fairly good but conventional coverage

of its main topic.
Katz, D. and Kahn, R. The Social Psychology of Organizations. John Wiley

& Sons, New York, 1966.
This is a key work in that it provides a major compilation of work in public

and industrial administration drawn from the perspective of psychology
and human relations. Noted as a classic in the field.
Likert, R. The Human Organization: Its Management and Value. McGraw-Hill,

New York, 1967.
The other major influential book derived from the psychological and human

relations tradition.
Lindbloom, C. The Intelligence of Democracy: Decision-Making Through Mutual

Adjustment. Free Press, New York, 1965.
A spirited defence of the Institutional Model of administration, this volume
argues that bureaucracies make decisions in incremental ways through
bargains and compromises towards vague but generally agreed goals. This
explanation is not only offered as an empirical account of the ways in which
bureaucracies make decisions but is also argued as. a normative account
of the way in which they should make decisions in a democracy. Condemned
by its critics as an excuse for ineffective decision-making strategics this is
the initial statement of the virtues of 'muddling through'.
Simon, H.A. Administrative Behavior. 3rd edn, Free Press, New York, 1976.

Originally published in 1945, this is the classic behaviouralist statement
of the 'science of administration'. Originally designed to be influential in
public administration, it has probably had more impact in industry. After
mounting a scati.ing critique of earlier 'orthodox' positions ..n public administration, Simon presents instead a theory of admiaistration 'derived from
the logic and psychology of human choice'. Responsible for introducing
the theses of logical positivism and bchaviouralistn in an uncompromising
fashion into the debate ever public administration.

The new public administration
Frederickson, H. G. New Public Administration. University of Alabama
Press, Alabama, 1980.
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One of the more recent and comprehensive reviews of the New Public
Administration, this volume places the movement in its historical context
and stresses the continuity of the traditions of public administration in the
United States as well as describing the new values brought into public
administration following the Minnowbrook conference.
Marini, F. (ed.). Toward a New Public Administration: The Minnowbrook Per-

spective. Chandler Publishing Co., Scranton, Pa., 1971.
This is one of the three volumes of papers from the Minnowbrook conference. In his introduction Marini identifies the major themes of the conference as demanding increased relevance, a rejection of positivism, new forms

of organisation, greater client focus and more attention to the environment of organisations.
Waldo, D. Public Administration in a 'lime of Turbulence. Chandler Publishing

Co., Scranton Pa., 1971.
Waldo was one of the key figures in American public administration during
the 1960s. He was editor of the Public Administration Review and the major
force behind the Minnowbrook conference. This collection of papers
presents a somewhat different view of public administration from that edited
by Marini but comes to many of the same conclusions.

The crisis of the state
Habermas, J. Legitimation Crisis. Beacon Press, New York, 1975.
This volume presents the core of Habermas's thesis regarding the crisis
tendencies of modern capitalism. It is a wide-ranging, synthetic work of
considerable originality. Drawing heavily on the work of Claus Offe,
Habermas embraces systems theory, phenomenological sociology and
Marxism in his reconstruction of critical theory's analysis of capitalism.
Essential, though difficult reading.
O'Connor, J. The Fiscal Crisis of the State. St Martin's Press, New York, 1973.
The first in-depth analysis of the budgetary mechanisms of the contem-

porary liberal state from a Marxist perspective. The 'fiscal sociology' that
results it: a persuasive model of the way in which public budgets are part
and iiarcel of the state's steering mechanisms and how they respond to social,

political and economic pressures from different class and occupational
groups.

Offe, C. The theory of the capitalist state and the problem of oolicy formation'. In L. N. Lindberg et al. Stress and Contradiction in Modern Capitalism.

Heath and Co., Boston, Mass., 1975.
One of the key essays in the establishment of the theory of the crisis of
the state. Argues that the state in capitalist society must obey three major
conditions: exclusion from the 'natural' role of private enterprise in the produc-

tion of goods and services for profit; maintenance of conditions favourable
for private enterprise and capital; and dependency of its financial base on
the taxes and revenues it must levy directly and indirectly on the private
economy. The fburth condition of legitimation refers to the state's responsibility in maintaining and justifying the system as a whole and its role within
it.
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Altarnative views
Aberbach, J. D., Putnam, R. D., and Rockman, B.A. Bureaucrats and
Politicians in Western Democracies. Harvard University Press, Cambridge,

Mass., 1981.
A major empirical study. Following a classification of the literature on the
relationship between politicians and bureaucrats int., four major 'images'
ranging from Weber's strict separation to the contemporary emergence of

a 'pure hybrid', the authors present the findings of a survey of the state
of relationships between bureaucrats and politicians ;n Europe and America.

Fascinating reading.
Fischer, F. and Sirianni, C. Critical Studies in Organization and Bureaucracy.

Temple University Press, Philadelphia, Pa., 1984.
An innovative series of papers focusing on issues such as power, control,
the choice of technologies, gender and class in organisations, i clations
between organisations and the larger political economy, organisational alter-

natives and workplace democracy. Studies are drawn from a large range
of settings and present some of the best of current radical analysis as well
as some traditional classics.
Kouzim, A.(ed.). Public Sector Administration: New Perspective.,. Longman

Cheshire, Melbourne, Vic., 1983.
A contemporary Australian analysis of various aspects of public administration, including critical essays on the politics of public sector administration, the mythology of public administration, the accountability of public
service officials, women in administration, the administrative politics of
dangerous technological development. A useful and .ovocative collection.
Maclntyre, A. After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory. Duckworth, London,
1981.

Perhaps a slightly odd entry in a bibliography of public administration.
However, MacIntyre addresses much attention to the problem of managerialism and provides a fascinating (if not always convincing) account of the
origins of the problem producing some interesting observations in regard
to its possible solution.

Salaman, G. Class and the Corporation. Fontana, London, 1981.
A very useful discussion of three main figures in the theory of organisation (Weber, Durkheim and Marx) is followed by an excellent analysis
of the structures of work organisation in contemporary firms and a conclusion that it is within such str ".tures that modern work creates and sustains

class differences. An important book.
Wilson, H.T. Political Management: Redefining the Public Sphere. Walter de

Gruyter, Berlin and New York, 1985.
A book addressed to the remedy of the 'gap between political reality and
political possibility, and the poor use that is being made of that resource
for which politics and government exists and from which it requires its
legitimation the people'. Like MacIntyre, this is an original work which
draws upon philosophy, political science, sociology, critical theory and many

other sources in the attempt to formulate an alternative to the current
marginal position of people in the political and administrative processes
of liberal democracies. At times quite difficult but worth reading.
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