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INTRODUCTORY
REMARKS

EWAN FERLIE
LAURENCE E. LYNN, JR.
CHRISTOPHER POLLITT

THE organization and management of public services is moving through an
intriguing and even disorientating period across the world. Governments have
been launching major public sector “reform” programs now for over twenty years.
Long-standing “taken for granted” assumptions and orthodoxies no longer hold.
Traditional public sectors are under pressure to change and seem to be evolving—
but into what? How are we to understand what is really going on and move from
immersion in short-term events and parochial perspectives so as to recognize
underlying patterns and enduring trends?

The editors and authors of this Handbook have sought to rise above detail and
generate a big picture of the current state of the field, taking stock of how the recent
generation of public management reforming has changed the way we think about
and practice public management. In the 1970s, one normally talked of “public
administration.” In the 1980s came the move to “new public management,” em-
braced by some and criticized by others. (Some of our authors refer to “public
management” or “new public management”; others to “public administration”—
the editors left the choice of terminology to authorial discretion!) These changes
have had the effect of attracting additional academic disciplines (such as manage-
ment and economics) to the study of “reformed” public management. More
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recently some have argued that there is a further shift from a “new public
management” perspective to a “governance” perspective. Is the NPM itself becom-
ing old and passé? Or is the NPM more than a policy fad, having had a more
enduring impact than its early critics supposed? Are the same NPM based trends in
public management reform evident globally or are reforms better seen as nationally
specific and differentiated?

Communication between the three editors, which began soon after our receiving
this commission from Oxford University Press, generated an editorial consensus
that the Handbook should aim to provide a wide-ranging, authoritative, and
internationally focused overview of major themes and key debates within the
current field(s) of public management and administration. While we wanted an
authoritative collection of essays, we also wanted one which, to the greatest extent
possible, featured diverse disciplinary and methodological perspectives and au-
thorial attributes such as age, sex, and nationality.

First of all, we wanted well-written, authoritative essays that discussed the
important developments both in public policy and in relevant scholarship. The
use of the word “authoritative” is deliberate. The editors have been fortunate in
attracting distinguished authors who are recognized experts in their fields. In order
to promote the authoritative nature of the chapters, authors were given a generous
word length for their chapters so that they had the opportunity to develop
sustained and subtle arguments. We negotiated an overall brief with our authors
but gave them considerable latitude to develop their subjects as they saw fit (they
were the subject experts, after all). We encouraged originality, preferring provoca-
tive ideas and arguments and strong individual voices over bland, encyclopaedic
summaries. Authors were also encouraged to explicate the theoretical and analyt-
ical foundations of their topics, identifying as far as possible where theoretical and
applied frontiers lie. We wanted fully developed, engaging, and stylish chapters
even if these qualities were achieved at the cost of our commissioning fewer
chapters than otherwise would have been the case.

Second, we wanted to ensure strong international coverage across the chapters.
The three editors are based in three different geographic locations: the UK (Ferlie);
the USA (Lynn) and continental Europe (Pollitt) and brought with them the
different perspectives of their surrounding intellectual communities. We deliber-
ately sought to recruit a similar mix of contributors.. In reading their essays, the
rather different preoccupations of the British, continental European, and American
scholars become evident. At the same time, sensing that even greater geographical
diversity would pose editorial challenges, we did not cast our net wider. Should
there ever be a second edition of the Handbook, we would wish to commission
more authors from the developing world, thereby raising additional opportunities
to explore the diffusion of managerial reform ideas and their “translation” into
non-western, as well as the fascinating subject—largely unexplored in the Anglo-
phone literature—of “home-grown” reforms in these contexts.
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Our preference for authors who were fluent in English may have excluded non-
Anglophone authors and affected the resulting balance. We are light, for instance,
on French and Spanish authors but stronger on Dutch and Scandinavian authors
who more often write in English. In sum, continental European scholarship is
certainly represented in this book, but not to its full breadth or depth.

Third, the editors sought to encourage different perspectives rather than ortho-
doxy. The Handbook displays a colourful mix of different disciplines and theories:
the old charge that public administration is a parochial, empiricist, and a-theor-
etical field divorced from a social science base has never been less accurate.
Management academics follow democratic theorists; postmodernists rub shoulders
with public choice economists; constructivists alternate with positivists. Intellec-
tual polycentrism in public management scholarship seems to be here to stay, and
any attempt to impose “one best way” would be strongly resisted. However,
extreme diversity in any scholarly field presents some novel challenges of its own.
Will the field disintegrate into a plethora of non-communicating subfields? What
are the indicators of “quality” in each subfield and do they vary? How does the
well-informed but general reader navigate the many academic tribes and bound-
aries and make sense of a greater whole? These are questions that need to be
addressed if (as seems likely) conditions of high scholarly diversity within the study
of public management persist.

Fourth, without sacrificing authoritativeness, we sought to achieve diversity
across the population of authors, paying attention to issues of sex (women as
well as men) and seniority (promising younger scholars as well as established
senior writers). In the end, however, the shift in the mix we achieved was only
moderate—perhaps we could not overcome the underlying diversity problems of
the profession. Some more senior scholars have co-written their essays with
younger colleagues, but this may be a field where the authority we wanted tends
to be associated with some maturity of judgement and experience.

We encountered other limitations and difficulties. For a variety of reasons,
important subjects that belonged in the Handbook could not be included. It was
difficult for authors to be authoritative about some national literatures with which
they were initially unfamiliar, although the editors’ comments on first drafts often
emphasized the importance of greater international coverage. There are more
comparativists and internationalists in the field than a generation ago, but the
majority of public management scholars are still overwhelmingly focused on their
own country.

We have grouped the essays into five sections to make the journey through the
Handbook inviting for the reader. Our intention is to move from the more general
to the more particular, and then to return to the general at the end. Section 1
orientates the reader by exploring basic frameworks, background, and key current
controversies at a high level of generality. This is followed by a set of chapters in
Section 2 which explore alternative theoretical and disciplinary perspectives on
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public management. Section 3 covers a number of current public policy and
management themes, albeit from a scholarly and social-science-based point of
view. The chapters in Section 4 consider developments in particular functional
areas, such as Human Resource Management. This is followed by a Section 5 which
explicitly considers the international and comparative dimensions of public man-
agement reforming. The final chapter by the editors considers emerging overall
themes across the set of chapters and outlines possible future directions.

We hope that readers’ interest in understanding more about the current state of
the field will be invigorated by this Handbook. It is intended to be useful to faculty,
reflective practitioners, research students, and international public management
institutions. Those looking for consensus will be disappointed; those who relish
debate will be stimulated. Despite our reservations indicated above, we feel that we
have accomplished much of what we originally intended: a handbook that is
current, lively, original, and deserving of a wide and international readership.
The Handbook is neither an encyclopaedia nor a survey but an intellectual whole
which is greater than the sum of its parts in that it reveals both enduring and
emerging trends, both durable and fresh ideas, and locates areas of consensus and
controversy.

The debates addressed in the Handbook will improve our understanding of
major contemporary developments in public management. While the public do-
main may be changing, the view characteristic of the 1980s that it would “wither
away” has proved inaccurate: government still very much matters, albeit in altered
forms. Linked to these policy developments, the study of public management is
going through a fresh and exciting period, evidence of which awaits the reader of
this Handbook.



SECTION I
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CHAPTER1

PUBLIC
MANAGEMENT

THE WORD,
THE MOVEMENT,
THE SCIENCE

CHRISTOPHER HOOD

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Divinities—and devilries—Dby their nature tend to be mystical in essence. Public
management, which over the past few decades has tended to excite quasi-religious
fervor and denunciation in almost equal measure, is no exception. Hyperbolic
statement (or forthright denial) of what public management can achieve has been
“often combined with under-explanation of what it is and of precisely how it is to
achieve the outcome expected” (Keeling 1972: 18). It is tempting to explain that
combination by suggesting—perhaps paradoxically—that in a supposedly post-
religious age in the “first world,” liberal democracy has become a secular religion
and the organization of government has become one of the main theological issues
in politics. But the fact is that “religious wars” over the terminology and content of
public management are not a new phenomenon.
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This observation may seem provocative, because on the face of it, there is no
great mystery about what public management means. Though authors vary in the
detailed definitions of the term that they offer, most of the standard definitions of
public management amount to some variant on “the study and practice of design
and operation of arrangements for the provision of public services and executive
government,” while management itself is conventionally defined as direction of
resources or human effort towards the achievement of desired goals. And it is often
observed that organization—and the willingness to be organized—is as important,
if not more so, as money and other resources for the effective conduct of warfare,
welfare, and many other kinds of public activity (see Hood 1976). So if the design
and operation of public projects, services, and organizations forms the heart of
public management, the subject might seem straightforward—even humdrum—
enough. “So far, so bland,” as Lewis Gunn (1987: 35) once put it, reviewing one of
the early texts of the recent generation of public management literature.

But it is when we go beyond such utilitarian and innocent-seeming catch-all
formulations to try to clarify (inter alia) what precisely is the relationship between
public administration and public management, between public management and
“managerialism,” between government management and public management, and
between public and private management, that those mysteries of essence and the
corresponding theological issues start to emerge. The issue of what exactly is
signified by the “public” and “management” and whether the stress goes on the
first word of the phrase or the second (ibid.) can provoke the same kind of highly
charged doctrinal debates that surrounded church government in sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century Europe, and indeed many of the fundamental issues about
organization are not so different.

1.2 THE WORD: WHAT’S IN A NAME?

As with divinities, etymological analysis can provide perspective, but not reso-
lution of such matters, because each of the two words in the term has a range of
meanings. Management is a word that seems to have originally come into English
in the sixteenth century from the Italian verb maneggiare, meaning to train or ride
a horse with skill (OED), and is indeed to be found in the plays of Shakespeare and
the King James Bible. Long before it came to acquire its main contemporary
meaning, denoting the running of companies and business administration, the
word management was commonly used for the conduct of wars and other public
affairs, and was often used in the eighteenth century to mean political manipula-
tion. For example, the British government had a “Scottish Manager” after the 1745
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Jacobite rebellion to exchange government patronage for political support (Kellas
1980: 88).

Indeed, the word management was commonly used to denote the conduct of
public affairs in more than a casual sense in the eighteenth and early nineteenth
century. And, just as the dating of points of origin is often uncertain for religious
events, the fons et origo of the modern public management tradition is elusive.
Though most US textbooks locate both the development of “public administra-
tion” and the founding fathers of management science in the late nineteenth
century, there are other and earlier possible candidates for those inclined to
ancestor-worship. For example, Vincent Ostrom (1973) prefers to follow the found-
ing fathers of the US constitution, who (he claims) developed at least a proto-
theory of “democratic” public administration a century or so before Woodrow
Wilson looked to the Continental European police-science tradition for a modern
American science of bureaucracy. In similar vein, Leslie Hume (1981) argues that
Jeremy Bentham developed a coherent theory of management in the public sector
almost a century before the supposed founding of modern management science.
(Though, as Andrew Dunsire (1973: 8) points out, much of Bentham’s detailed
work on administration was not available to his contemporaries, and some has still
not been published.)

Not only did Bentham apply the term management to the delivery of public
services and offer a well-worked-out theory of management to underlie that usage,
but he also placed the management of public services in a broader intellectual
frame comprising an elaborate general philosophy of rewards and punishments. In
a famous encyclopaedic table of the arts and sciences that sets out the
different branches of “chrestomathic” or useful knowledge, one of the branches
of deontology (Bentham’s term for the science of what ought to be) is “aneuno-
moethicoscopic” knowledge. That term (also coined by Bentham) denotes
“government-other-than-by-legis knowledge” (see Bentham 1983), and, ponderous
as it may be, it is essentially the definition of public management given by most
contemporary authors today.

However, the Benthamite gospel of “work and save” and the associated man-
agement principles and terminology that were taken up by early nineteenth-
century utilitarians such as Sir Edwin Chadwick (see Finer 1952), has largely
disappeared from sight in modern public management. That represents a notable
contrast with the position of Adam Smith as the patron saint of modern econom-
ics, and is perhaps more like the disappearance of the cameralistic “state science”
tradition in Germany in the mid-nineteenth century (Maier 1966). Instead, in the
nineteenth century the word “administration” (from the Latin ministrare, to serve)
became commonly used in the English-speaking countries to denote the oper-
ational work of executive government. That usage is also long-standing (e.g.,
Jonathan Swift in Gulliver’s Travels, published in 1726, calls for projects in “public
administration”). But “administration” may have been favored because in an age of
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democratization, rule-of-law constitutionalism and developing parliamentary gov-
ernment, it better conveyed the notion of subordination to constitutional authority
and rule-governed institutional activity than the word drawn from the half-dead
horse-mastering metaphor. “Public administration” became the commonest term
for the academic study of executive government in the English-speaking countries
from the late nineteenth century, and became the approved label for the various
journals, professorial chairs, degree and diploma courses, and professional organ-
izations—the conventional apparatus of institutionalized knowledge—that started
to develop from that time (see Hood 1999).

However, the term “management” did not disappear completely. In fact, it came
to be widely used in the late nineteenth century to connote the conduct of public
affairs, in conjunction with the development of the modern managerial movement.
In the USA, “city managers” were central to the progressive movement, with its faith
in autonomous and high-minded professionals and scientists rather than political
machine bosses (see, e.g., Stone et al. 1940). The movement reflected an ideal of
politics-free conduct of government and public services by public-spirited profes-
sionals according to pre-set guidelines or shared understandings of good practice
rather than the manipulation and string-pulling implied in the title of “Scottish
manager” as mentioned earlier. And the development of “management science” in
the late nineteenth century, albeit claimed by Hume to have been anticipated by
Bentham by almost a century, also brought a new terminology and approach to
government, notably in Frederick Winslow Taylor’s (1911) well-known but contro-
versial doctrines of management control (originating in a paper on individualized
incentive payment systems and later branded as “scientific management’).

Treading a middle path between “administration” and “management,” the 1937
Brownlow Commission appointed by US President Franklin Roosevelt coined the
famous—and perhaps doubly ambiguous—terminological hybrid of “administra-
tive management,” to denote the design and operation of executive government.
Indeed, during and after the Second World War, explicitly “management” ideas
and terminology were widely applied to government, from the developing science
of operational research (distantly descended from “scientific management”) to
techniques for selecting and handling staff that formed the origin of the later
“competency” movement. Those ideas came to be reflected in academic writing
about the operation of executive government, such as John Millett’s (1954) Man-
agement in the Public Service. There was much discussion of management in public
enterprises, developing countries and local government in the 1960s and 1970s, and
to a lesser extent central or federal government, as reflected for instance in
Desmond Keeling’s (1972) Management in Government, as mentioned earlier.

But it was the introduction of “public management” into the curriculum of the
new graduate schools of public policy that developed in the USA in the 1960s and
1970s (particularly Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government) that brought the
term into general currency in its modern sense and introduced a new academic
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movement. The movement distinguished itself from the schools of public admin-
istration that had grown up in an earlier generation and from the orthodox
political and social science approaches of the universities, rather as the protestant
churches of the fifteenth and sixteenth century distinguished themselves from the
older church establishments (for an account of the development of public man-
agement in the public policy schools, see Lynn 1996). By the 1980s the term “public
management” had become established to denote both an activity and a field of
study, though its distinctiveness from public administration on the one hand and
general management science on the other tended to be elusive. And public man-
agement as a term, like public administration before it, became institutionalized in
that it was built into the names of schools and courses, journals and books
(following early developments such as Perry and Kraemer 1983) and a conference
circuit. How far it acquired the attributes of “institutionalization” identified by
Samuel Huntington (1968: 12—24) and Nelson Polsby (1990)—in the sense of
coherence, organizational complexity and autonomy—is debatable, but the same
could certainly be said of public administration.

During the same decade, “public management,” or variants of it, became a
fashionable term for numerous official bodies at national and international level.
The New Zealand Treasury produced a landmark document called Government
Management in 1984, reflecting the application of institutional-economics ideas
linked with ideas drawn from business management, and thereafter a flood of
official documents appeared under the label of public (or government) manage-
ment rather than public administration. But after a point of high academic and
official fashion in the “New Right” 1980s, public management in turn started to
lose some ground in the “Third Way” 1990s, at least in the terminology of
international bodies such as the World Bank and the OECD. One of the terms
that started to supplant it was the word “governance,” drawn from another half-
dead metaphor, the Greek verb to steer a boat—perhaps because the softer term,
with its network-of-organizations view of public service delivery, fitted the “third
way” mood of the times, like public administration in the nineteenth century (see
Chapter 12 on “governance” by George Frederickson). Others used “governance” as
a more general and neutral term for control and guidance systems in general. But
public management nevertheless remains a well-established term that has suc-
ceeded in becoming embedded into government and academic institutions.

How much significance should be read into these various terminological shifts
over time? Is there some platonic essence of public management, irrespective of the
particular terms that are deemed politically correct at any one time—as some
theologians claim for the deity, whatever the various names by which it is called?
Or, to the contrary, are the various labels central to the story, and is the subject
better studied as an essentially linguistic phenomenon, rather like the way the now-
defunct “Oxford school” studied philosophical issues in the 1950s? Or—mixing the
first and the second possibilities—may there be less to the different terms for the
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operational activity of executive government than meets the eye? That is, is the
terminological ambiguity and linguistic change merely the product of a need by
politicians and bureaucracies to find mealy-mouthed euphemisms for politics,
rather as politics was commonly discussed in the language of religion and through
the institutions of the church in the days of monarchical government in Europe?
The answer is probably somewhere between all and none of the above. The
platonic essence view cannot be altogether dismissed. After all, whatever particular
terms are used to denote it, there is an important difference between a focus on the
“production engineering” side of executive government activity or on the activity of
leaders and “change agents”, and a preoccupation with broader issues of bureaucratic
design and operation. As noted earlier, such themes have arguably been in tension
in the analysis of executive government for a century and more. So the 1980s were
by no means the only “public management moment” when production-engineering
and choice-of-instrument concerns were asserted against other approaches, such
as the preoccupation with the politics-administration dichotomy in US public
administration, or with the politics of accountability in UK public administration.
There is probably something in the “euphemism for politics” view as well,
particularly since supposedly technocratic international institutions like the
World Bank and Asian Development Bank (and domestic bodies such as audit
organizations) are precluded by their charters from engaging in “politics” and
therefore have to deal with political issues tangentially in an ostensibly depoliti-
cized and therefore managerial language. But the parallel with things that polite-
ness (or political prudence) dictates should not be named too directly is not exact,
because the terminological changes in the various words used to denote executive
government and public services seem to be bound up with both ideological and
analytic shifts, and not just with finding new names for the same old thing, to pep a
dullish subject up and inject new life into tired doctrines and approaches.
Indeed, it is difficult to dismiss changing fashions in terminology in this field,
because “logomachy”—the battle for theologically-correct power-words—is central
to the world of government and bureaucracy (see Kiggundu 1998: 161). So linguistic
change takes place for a reason and typically reflects struggles for power. “Public
management” can be considered as a movement as well as an intellectual perspec-
tive, and it is to the idea of public management as a movement that we now turn.

1.3 PUBLIC MANAGEMENT AS A MOVEMENT

In a landmark contribution to the analysis of public management, Laurence Lynn
(1996) considered three possible images of public management, as art, science, and
profession. Broadly, by “art” Lynn means creative activity by practitioners that
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cannot be learned by numbers; by “science” he means the systematic analysis of
cases using the orthodox canons of interpretation and explanation; and by “pro-
fession” he means a group dedicated to a particular calling.

There is no doubt that each of these images captures an important part of what
some have claimed to be the essence or public management, and that they have
different implications or entailments for the way the subject is to be approached
and for who is to be the ultimate arbiter or controller of knowledge about it. One
interpretation of the “art” perspective is the idea that the views of master practi-
tioners should determine what is considered to be “best practice” (though it could
equally well be argued that art critics or “posterity” might be the true arbiters of
such matters), and that issue has been central to the debate about the foundations
of “best” or “smart” practice research, as Lynn shows (see also Frederickson 2003).
As that example indicates, the three views may be difficult to reconcile, although
there are different possible visions of each of those three perspectives, dependent
on what view one takes of “art,” “science,” or “profession.”

However, those three images, powerful and important as they undoubtedly are,
do not necessarily exhaust the possible ways of looking at public management as a
body of ideas and practices. A slightly different image, to be considered here, is that
of public management as a social and perhaps quasi-religious movement, arguably
part of a broader “managerial” movement. Such movements typically have a
number of characteristics: they develop in antagonism to one or more alternative
or established approaches, engender antagonism in their turn, represent a mixture
of ideas and interests, and comprise a particular worldview and a characteristic
style of rhetoric.

All of those features can be detected in contemporary public management. But
before briefly exploring them, it is worth noting at the outset that the public
management movement of the 1980s and 1990s had at least some partial historical
parallels. The cameralist movement that developed from the sixteenth century in
the German states (and later moved to Sweden, Russia, and to some extent even
Japan) was built on the notion of rule by a middle class of college-trained state
managers rather than landed aristocrats loyal to the crown by ties of blood. And
from the late eighteenth century, Jeremy Bentham attempted to build a movement
to manage the state based on utilitarian logic and grounded in “useful knowledge”
rather than the university staples of his day.

How successful Bentham was in building utilitarianism into a broad public
management movement is debatable; Shirley Letwin (1995) argues that the move-
ment got diverted into philosophical aridity under James Mill. But, to hark back to
our earlier theme, there was a distinct quasi-religious dimension to Bentham’s
program for public management. Charles Bahmueller (1981: 197-200), in a discus-
sion of Bentham’s attempt “to co-opt religious habit and even the church itself to the
Utilitarian cause” (p. 197), notes Bentham’s idea that workhouse managers ought to
be given sinecure positions in the established church (of England), that the reading
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of reports on pauper management—and associated homilies on good practice, of
course—be directly incorporated into the liturgy of the church, and that churches
themselves should double as public banks after Sunday services. If that is not a recipe
for turning public management into a religion, it comes pretty close.

A third possible specimen, mentioned in the previous section, is Frederick
Winslow Taylor’s “scientific management” movement that developed from the
early twentieth century. That movement too had quasi-religious overtones, since
Taylor advanced his management doctrines with “driving moralism” and saw
science as a moral system that would replace what he saw as moribund conven-
tional religion (see Merkle 1980: 40—1). Taylor (1916) certainly saw government and
public services as a prime site for the application of his principles of monitoring
and incentivation.

Accordingly, the public management movement that developed from the 1970s
was not without some historical precedents. And like those earlier cases, the public
management movement of the last two decades developed in antagonism to earlier
or established approaches. The cameralists aspired to professional “state science” in
reaction to the conduct of executive government by members of the landed classes
trained in feudal law. Bentham aspired to government by reason by those schooled
in “chrestomathic” skills in antagonism to the aristocratic and custom-bound
government of his day. Taylor sought to transform both government and industry
by manager-engineers trained in methodical observation and rational incentive
systems, reacting against rule-of-thumb management and shirking by workers. The
public management movement of the 1980s and 1990s was a reaction against those
in public law and public administration who put the focus on constitutional and
institutional design of the machinery of government. It stressed production en-
gineering and managerial leadership, rather than rule-bound bureaucracy, as the
essence of executive government.

Arguably, that focus had strong antecedents within the public administration
tradition itself. For instance, as long ago as 1954, John Millett (1954: vii—viii) had
distinguished two kinds of “problems” in executive government, one comprising
“the politics of public administration” (the constitutional and institutional politics
of accountability) and the other comprising “problems of management,” which he
described as “the more prosaic matters...of getting work done.” Richard Chap-
man and Andrew Dunsire (1971: 17) later made a similar claim, reflecting on
recurrent genres of writing about executive government in Britain. They argued,
“There have always been two styles, two traditions...a Benthamite and Taylor-
ite...tradition, as well as a Macaulayite and Bridges tradition.” Rather than a
wholly new departure, the public management movement of the 1980s and 1990s
can be construed in some ways as a relabeling of what Millett had called the
“prosaic matters. .. of getting work done” and Chapman and Dunsire had termed
the “Benthamite and Taylorite” tradition.
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Further, like its earlier counterparts, the public management movement of the
1980s and 1990s in turn engendered antagonism in the form of anti-managerial
reactions of several kinds. The cameralists were opposed by a new generation of
jurists who successfully argued after 1848 that the rule of law regime that succeeded
absolutism required executive government to be staffed by lawyers rather than
managers. The utilitarian management movement that Bentham and Chadwick
sought to develop was outflanked by a move towards Chinese-type mandarinism in
the British civil service, favoring rule by lay scholar-gentry rather than those
trained in Bentham’s vision of “useful knowledge’. Taylorism also attracted the
mixture of quasi-religious fervor and denunciation that we noted at the outset as
commonly surrounding the idea of public management. While scientific manage-
ment was applied to various parts of US state and local government, including
schools, and became an article of faith for the communist regime in the USSR
(following Lenin’s enthusiasm for Taylorism as part of the recipe for socialism), the
gospel of managerial monitoring and payment by results in the state’s services was
far from unopposed. Public service labour unions mounted a holy war against
scientific management that led the stopwatch and elements of the “Taylor system”
to be banned by Congress from the US federal government after 1912 (Merkle 1980:
29 and 271).

The public management movement of the 1980s and 1990s displayed a similar
mix of management evangelism and counter-evangelism. For example, in Britain a
senior government minister (Michael Heseltine) declared in 1980 that “the man-
agement ethos must run right through our national life” (quoted in Protherough
and Pick 2002: 15-6) and one of the more gung-ho management reformers of
the 1980s and 1990s (Sir Peter Kemp, who directed a much-publicized program
for hiving off semi-independent executive agencies for the operational work of
British central government departments) refused to use the term “public admin-
istration” at all, seeing it as an unacceptably old-fashioned and passive label for
the operations of executive government. On the other side of the theological
divide, “management” and managerialism became a term of abuse on the left
in several countries, and towards the end of those religious wars, at least one
English local authority actually banned the use of the term “management” in the
1990s.

Indeed, the public management movement of recent decades has attracted
various kinds of anti-managerial reaction from jurists, labor unions and profes-
sional organizations (particularly in education and health), advocates of a Weber-
ian vision of rule-governed bureaucracy who argued that the public management
school downplayed accountability and Beamtenethos, and various scholars and
intellectuals who saw the expansion of the scope of management in government
as the problem rather than the solution. One example of the latter kind of
heretic was Shan Martin (1983), who offered a recipe of “managing without
managers” for many kinds of front-line public services (arguing that cutbacks
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should be disproportionately directed towards managers and cooperative group
working should be encouraged instead). Another was Walter Kickert (1997), who
denounced what he saw as an “Anglo-American” approach to public management
that he claimed was alien to the law-centered continental European approach to
executive government and public services. A third example was Robert Prother-
ough and John Pick (2002), who equated “managerialism” with the spread of
bureaucracy and attempts to control the media and public opinion. Protherough
and Pick (p. 199) saw managerial thinking as a “psychological plague” affecting
modern societies and argued, on the basis of selective and colorful examples (p.
197) that “modern management systems corrode and destroy the enterprises they
ostensibly support”—though their definition of “managerialism” was very wide,
they selected on the dependent variable (like many proponents of “best practice” in
management) and they focused mainly on language, jargon, and overpaid Armani-
suited managers.

Such anti-managerial reactions, though widespread, seem to have been (to date,
at least) fairly diffuse and incoherent, rarely progressing beyond the vein of ill-
tempered letters to the editor complaining about the spread of business jargon and
consisting of different preferred alternatives to “managerialism” (including the
individualist idea of turning everything into a spot market and the collectivist idea
of turning everything into a matter of group solidarity). But arguably, as in the
nineteenth century, it is legalism and juridification that constitute the most
substantial “anti-managerialist” movement in modern developed states. They
introduce pressure to reduce any discretion managers may win by “bonfires of
controls” from the center by a compensating increase in process rules and proto-
cols introduced in the name of minimizing legal liability or litigation risk—one of
the major growth points in government and organizations generally over the past
decade or so.

The third feature of social or quasi-religious movements that was noted earlier is
the combination of ideas and interests. The doctrines, according to an early
commentator on the public management reform movement of the 1980s and
1990s, Peter Aucoin (1990) comprised a mixture of institutional-economics ideas
and corporate-management ideas, and their novelty and coherence has been much
debated. As for the “interests” side of the equation, managerialism as a movement
reflecting the interests and ideals of managers as a group has been discussed at least
since James Burnham’s Managerial Revolution of 1941. Burnham, a former Marxist,
argued that a managerial class was emerging as a new power-holding elite in
capitalist countries in the mid-twentieth century, transforming an older style of
capitalism. The same theme has appeared in work about contemporary manage-
rialism, for instance, Michael Pusey’s (1991) “new class” interpretation of the
generation of senior public servants who spearheaded the new religion of “eco-
nomic rationalism” in Australian government in the 1980s.



THE WORD, THE MOVEMENT, THE SCIENCE 17

Though the debate about managers as an interest group is far from new, one of
the features that does seem to distinguish the most recent public management
movement from its earlier counterparts is the extent of the “new public manage-
ment industry” that grew up with the movement. Apart from the new generation of
public policy and management schools that has already been referred to, that
industry also comprised the major international consulting and accountancy
firms as they moved increasingly into public-sector work in the 1980s. The linked
development of the new world of information technology consultancy and distri-
bution changed the context too (see Margetts 1999). Indeed, it might be argued that
a modified form of Burnham’s prophecies about managers as a group asserting
rights to state power (a process he expected to be complete by the 1960s) came true
in at least some countries in the 1980s and 1990s, as significant new corporate and
professional players allied with forces within government to challenge or bypass
older forms of professional knowledge about executive government. From Burn-
ham’s perspective, such an alliance might be argued to have significantly changed
the “means of production” of public services through outsourcing and information
technology and to have exposed executive government and bureaucracy to a
relatively new cognitive world of expensively acquired and rapidly changing man-
agement jargon.

The fourth feature of social movements that was mentioned earlier was the
presence of a characteristic style of rhetoric and a distinctive ideology or universal
worldview that links etiology, politics, and prophylaxis. The rhetorical dimension
of managerial argument has been much explored by authors such as Hood and
Jackson (1991) and Huczynski (1993), using classical tools of rhetorical analysis, and
Patrick Dobel (1992: 147) saw in some of the modern US public management
literature “an ongoing effort to create a new ‘myth’ for public management,” in
the sense of a focus on saints and heroes rather than institutional design. Indeed
management can be seen as a field where rhetorical analysis is particularly appro-
priate, because the heart of management is the power to persuade and shape
impressions (as Sun Tzu (1985: 11) long ago claimed for the art of war). As soon
as the analysis of management goes beyond the tautologies of mathematicized
decision science it is centrally concerned with situations where action has to be
taken in the absence of incontrovertible proof that one approach will work better
than another (another feature that it shares with religion). However, to date most
rhetorical analyses of management have focused on the activity of “gurus” or
government reports, and as yet there is no close parallel to the work of scholars
like McCloskey (1985) or Edmondson (1984) in exploring the rhetorical features of
the scholarly literature in public management that has appeared in the 1980s and
1990s.

To identify rhetoric as a dimension of a social movement is not quite the same as
to see such movements as reflecting a worldview or ideology. An ideology can be
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justified by more than one form of rhetoric and a rhetorical argument need not
necessarily be ideological. But some have certainly considered managerialism to be
an ideology (in the sense of a body of beliefs that gives a comprehensive view of the
world which is not falsifiable by any particular events), comparable to fields like
feminism or environmentalism, which also comprise social and quasi-religious
movements as well as fields of study. For example, Judith Merkle (1980) has
expounded this view, tracing the development of the idea of management as a
cure-all, worldview, way of life and new form of religion.

While Merkle’s analysis is concerned with management in general, Christopher
Pollitt (1990) has also identified ideological features of managerialism in public
service provision. If militarism is an ideology that sees “war and the preparation for
war as a normal and desirable social activity” (in Michael Mann’s (1988: 124) well-
known definition), the corresponding features of public management as an ideol-
ogy might be considered to be the long-standing belief that to be effective and
modern, all activities of government and public service need to involve a clear
division of work into operational and supervisory or leadership activity and that
the latter kind of work should be performed by a special group of functionaries
trained or encouraged to think in a particular way (Martin 1983). While it seems
more plausible to argue that there are multiple and contradictory cultural biases in
the modern public management movement (see Hood 1998), that ideology is
certainly one of the common specimens.

Ideology is also often defined as a worldview that is not readily “disprovable”
by facts and events, because after every apparent failure the true believers can argue
that the problem (whatever it was) arose because their preferred approach was
not applied vigorously enough, rather than that it was tried and failed. Downs
and Larkey (1986) have argued that the recurring idea of modeling public man-
agement on business organization in the USA has had something of that character
over more than a century, and Ingraham (1993) has shown how the idea of
performance-related pay keeps re-emerging as a recipe for better public-sector
performance in spite of repeated evidence about the negative effects of perform-
ance pay schemes.

If contemporary public management has something of the character of a social
and quasi-religious movement, some of those features also seem to apply to public
management movements of earlier generations, three of which were briefly men-
tioned above. Each of them developed as a challenge to earlier or established
approaches, comprised a particular worldview and deployed a characteristic
style of rhetoric. But it is at least possible that the current generation may have
been different in the rather more diffuse antagonism that it generated and in the
breadth and depth of the interests—in the form of the “new public management
industry”—that linked up with the ideas during the information age. If so, it
remains to be seen whether those features will serve to create instability or to
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buttress the current public management movement to a greater extent than its
forebears.

1.4 PuBLIC MANAGEMENT AS SCIENCE

Out of Lynn’s trio of “art, science and profession,” public management as a science,
subject or type of analysis deserves particular attention, because there is much
debate about what exactly counts as the core of that subject, what if anything
constitutes its distinct form of analysis or ABC, and where it fits relative to the
management sciences on the one hand and public administration on the other.

If public management is a “science”, up to now it has largely been so at best in
the German sense of Wissenschaft—systematic study—rather than in the conven-
tional English sense of knowledge founded on strict experimental method and
rigorous logical reasoning. Some, notably Michael Barzelay (2001), have argued
that public management needs to get closer to the second sense of science through
greater formalization of its propositions and more precision in its narrative
analysis. And certainly public management has a long way to go before it ap-
proaches the status of a “normal science” in the Kuhnian sense (Kuhn 1961), with a
generally accepted analytic ABC and method of working. As with management
science more generally, there is a striking range of analytic starting points and
methods in play.

At one end of the spectrum is what Andrez Huczynski (1993) terms “guru
theory,” which includes some of the most fervently “religious” texts (and indeed
Huczynski draws explicit parallels with religious evangelism). Much of the guru
literature comprises the large body of writing by management consultants, but
there is also writing that straddles the boundary between “guru theory” and more
conventional academic literature, including Osborne and Gaebler’s (1992) best-
seller Reinventing Government and much of the “best practice” literature (see
Frederickson 2003). At the other end of the spectrum is analysis based on variations
of Popperian method, using orthodox canons of scientific reasoning and evi-
dence—a “conventional science” approach represented in the US by the Public
Management Research Association. A further widely used body of literature on the
subject that does not quite fit into either the “guru theory” or “conventional
science” comprises what can be broadly termed “social constructivist” approaches
of various kinds, including the works of March and Olsen (1989) and Nils Brunsson
(1989; 2000). This wide range of methods and approaches also appears in related
subjects, such as town planning, social policy and indeed in public administration
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itself, which was once famously described by Dwight Waldo (1968: 2) as “a subject-
matter in search of a discipline.”

But even the subject matter of public management is not generally agreed. Is it
primarily centered on individual managers, on “management” as the collectivity of
individuals who exercise formal authority in public organizations, on reform
strategies, on broader patterns of discourse—or all of the above? Some of the
leading academic exponents of contemporary public management, following a
classic article by Graham Allison (1979), focus on the strategic activity of particular
managers or leaders and the “best” or “smart” practices they promote. One of the
bolder examples of that approach is Eugene Bardach’s notion of “craftsmanship
theory” (Bardach 1998). This approach clearly fits with the Benthamite notion of
public management as a branch of deontology, though the “craft theory” and “best
practice” approach propounded by scholars such as Bardach puts considerably
more faith in the ability of practitioner-leaders to make reliable, impartial and valid
judgments about “best practice” than Bentham and the utilitarians ever did, and
pays little attention to the “rule of law” perspective of structural design that was
central to Bentham’s ideas about public management. And in contrast to the craft-
theory, manager-centered approach are numerous studies (particularly by Euro-
pean scholars such as Christopher Pollitt and Geert Bouckhaert (2000)) that
pursue more detached analyses of broad institutional design arrangements rather
than individual manager strategies.

It could be argued that science in the sense of systematic analysis involves at least
three related types of activity. One is the cartographic work of trying to better
describe and characterize the phenomena it embraces. In social science as in
history, it is common to draw a distinction between explanation and description,
and description is often looked down on by those who aspire to be “theoreticians.”
But mapping and categorization is fundamental to any systematic field of study, the
distinction between description and explanation is often challengeable, and good
descriptive methods are particularly important for elucidating the “how” questions
that some claim to be more analytically tractable than “why” questions (see Fischer
1971). A second is the collection and analysis of “hard data” in the sense of
comparative datasets—not necessarily quantitative—that enable variables to take
the place of proper names in part or whole (see Przeworksi and Teune 1970 on this
approach to comparison). A third is the identification of anomalies, surprises and
counter-intuitive observations that challenge received theory or ways of looking at
the world.

The development of the analysis of “new public management” from the late
1980s reveals each of these approaches. One, closely related to the traditional
preoccupations of public administration, comprises the difficult but necessary
task of conceptualizing and analyzing institutional developments, identifying the
design principles underlying them and evaluating their efficacy and normative
value. Much of the “early” writings on New Public Management from the late 1980s
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were in this vein, since much of that literature consisted of attempts to identify the
main traits in the design principles for government reform that were developing
across several countries at that time, and to distinguish those principles from those
that had held sway in an earlier era (see Hood 1989 and 1991; Flynn 1990; Pollitt
1990). And much attention was given to normative and analytic critiques of the
new generation of public sector managerialism that was emerging at that time.
Such work remains important—it has been a staple of public administration for
over a century, and for good reasons—and it was to some extent reinvigorated with
the “third way” debates in politics in the 1990s.

An analogous intellectual concern, reflecting a theme more closely associated
with management science, has been the identification and discussion of alternative
forms of control. Beyond particular topics such as marketing, strategy or manage-
ment accounting, it might be argued that what public management has in common
with management science more generally is a preoccupation with control, in its
broadest sense meaning the ability to keep or move the state of particular systems
within some desired subset of all their possible states. In recent decades, the most
common intellectual perspective for analyzing control in management has been
through the lens of institutional economics, in the search for a way of aligning
incentives among different strategic actors. That is an intellectual tradition that has
greatly developed since the 1960s, for instance in the development of “optimal
reward theory” building out of the preoccupation with X-inefficiency in economics
that is associated with the modern theory of the firm in economics (see, e.g.,
Leibenstein 1976). It has also been an important theme in thinking about public
management, particularly in the preoccupation with developing output- or out-
come-based controls to supplement or replace input- or throughput-based con-
trols (see, e.g., New Zealand Treasury 1987; Thompson 1993).

Influential though it may be, the institutional-economics approach is not the
only generic way of analyzing control. Another, notably unfashionable at present, is
cybernetics, the science of general control systems, which was much developed in
the 1960s and 1970s in management (see, e.g., Beer 1966) and in the sociology of law
and other fields since then (see Teubner 1987). The central proposition of cyber-
netic theory is its iron law of requisite variety (the proposition that complex
systems can only be controlled by equally complex systems, formulated by Ross
Ashby in 1957), its preoccupation with autopoiesis (self-closure and self-referen-
tiality in complex systems) and the logics of indirect control systems that derive
from the requisite variety theorem. And distinct from both the institutional-
economics and cybernetic approaches is the analysis of control through human
group dynamics in general and culture in particular—which became fashionable at
a popular level in the “corporate culture” literature of the 1980s and also generated
considerable analytic work. Indeed, one way of thinking about what distinguishes
public management as a science from the management sciences more generally is
to conceive it as a way of working out the scope and limits of control in executive
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government and public services by applying such generic modes of analysis to
particular institutional arrangements and cultures.

The second strain associated with scientific inquiry that was mentioned earlier—
the collection of systematic data—has also been a developing theme in public
management. The early “trait” approach to public management in the early 1990s
has been developed and refined with the identification of different ages, stages, and
variants of public-management initiatives (see Ferlie et al. 1996), the elaboration of
methods of conceptual and narrative analysis (e.g. in the work of Barzelay 2001)
and more systematic cross-national studies of public management changes. Ex-
amples of the latter include Spencer Zifcak’s (1994) comparison of administrative
reform in Whitehall and Canberra, Donald Savoie’s (1995) comparison of Thatcher,
Reagan and Mulroney in their approaches to central government bureaucracy,
Peter Aucoin’s (1995) comparison of a number of Westminster-model cases, and
Pollitt and Bouckaert’s (2000) comparison of public management reforms in ten
countries.

The third strain—the identification of anomalies, surprises and counter-intui-
tive observations that challenge received theory or ways of looking at the world—is
not sharply distinguishable from the first two. But from the late 1990s numerous
scholars of public management rediscovered the ironies of social intervention and
highlighted paradoxes and surprises in public-management reforms (e.g., Hood
1998; Christensen and Laegreid 2001; Hesse, Hood, and Peters 2003). One example
is Robert Gregory’s (1995) “production paradox,” namely the claim that the
extension of what he calls the “production” approach into realms where activities
or results or both are not readily observable produces several unintended effects,
including a blurring rather than the intended clarification of management respon-
sibilities within executive government. A second is Moshe Maor’s (1999) “man-
agerial” paradox, the claim that public management reforms in parliamentary
countries produce more politicization in the form of intervention by elected
politicians rather than the intended aim of improving public service quality by
“depoliticizing” operational work in government. A third is the “Tocquevillian
paradox” (that more, not less, regulation, oversight, and process control has often
been the unintended outcome of reforms ostensibly intended to “free” managers
from such controls) that has been identified by scholars such as Light (1993), Jones
and Thompson (1999), Hood et al. (1999), and Hoggett (1996). A fourth is
Frederickson’s (2003: 27-8) paradox that the vogue for benchmarking and com-
parative ratings that developed in public management in the 1990s unintendedly
promotes uniformity and conformity rather than radical innovation. As in phil-
osophy (for which John Austin (1962: 2) once said that the discovery of new kinds
of nonsense had done the subject nothing but good) the identification of surprise
and paradox signifies a point at which a field of study can no longer be dismissed as
merely a collection of proverbs linked to anecdotes or statements of the obvious
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that can easily be recognized by any casual observer (see Brams 1976: xv; Quinn and
Cameron 1988).

1.5 A FINAL WORD

“Religiosity” can have unexpected effects. After all, the great sociologist Robert
Merton made his reputation in the 1930s by arguing that in seventeenth-century
England ascetic Protestantism unintendedly helped to legitimize the emergence of
modern science, and the associated development of skepticism that is said to have
undermined religious faith (see Merton 1936; 1998). It is possible that something
similar might happen with public management. But it seems unlikely that “religi-
osity” will disappear altogether from the field, because matters of organization and
direction generate strong and contradictory world-views (see Hood 1998). Reli-
gious wars can be damaging and dangerous for scholarship if they mean intoler-
ance of diversity, narrow sectarianism and disregard of evidence, and the discovery
of anomalies and paradoxes can often be the point at which heretics are excom-
municated and bitter schisms develop. But the point at which soft theory meets
hard cases is also the opportunity for the development of genuinely counter-
intuitive ideas, if the stultifying effects of religious wars can be kept in check.
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CHAPTER 2

PUBLIC
MANAGEMENT

A CONCISE HISTORY OF
THE FIELD

LAURENCE E. LYNN, JR.

2.1 INTRODUCTION

A HISTORY of the field of public management arguably might begin with any of the
following statements:

The contemporary study of public management has its origins in the 1970s: in
America, in the curriculums and research of the new public policy schools (Perry
and Kraemer 1983; Rainey 1990); in Europe, in efficiency-driven managerial
reforms originating in Great Britain and New Zealand (Aucoin 1990; Pollitt
1990).

The field of public management has its roots in the scientific study of the modern
administrative state in America beginning in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries (Mosher 1975; Waldo 1955, 1980; Minogue, Polidano, and
Hulme 1998).

The origins of the field of public management are to be found in the systematic
study and practice of cameralism and Staatswissenschaften beginning in
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seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Germany and Austria (Barker 1944; Rosen-
berg 1958).

o The field of public management is rooted in early appearances of bureaucratic
government and of administrative doctrines and “best practices” in ancient
China and in medieval regimes in the Orient and the Occident (Lepawsky
1949; Creel 1964).

Choosing among these starting points begs two questions of definition: of “field,”
together with its boundaries, and of “public management” as distinct from both
public administration and private or generic management.

“Field” shall mean, following Bourdieu (1990), “an arena for the play of intel-
lectual forces and power relationships” (Lindenfeld 1997: 5), but in a capacious
sense. Evidence of such play shall not be limited to academic knowledge but shall
include the “common knowledge” of educated and ruling elites concerning how to
conduct the affairs of state (Hood and Jackson 1991). Thus, for example, the
requirement of formal training for government service in ancient China and
German import of experienced French officials for customs and excise adminis-
tration and of British models of local governance are evidence of a field. Moreover,
although intellectual boundaries have from time to time been narrowly-drawn
around the common knowledge of ruling elites, the “sciences of state,” or admin-
istrative law, the field now encompasses, in addition to those elements, social and
behavioral disciplines that furnish conceptual and empirical footings for the
contemporary study and practice of public management (Frederickson and
Smith 2003).

As for “public management,” one question concerns whether or not a distinction
can be drawn between “management” and “administration.” Numerous attempts
to do so, from Fayol (1916) to Aucoin (1990), have variously asserted the primacy of
one over the other (to the point of drawing invidious distinctions, for example,
between “management” as unduly masculine, instrumental, and undemocratic,
and the more holistic and polycentric “administration”) without producing con-
sensus. In this chapter, public management will be viewed broadly as encompassing
the organizational structures, managerial practices, and institutionalized values by
which officials enact the will of sovereign authority, whether that authority is
prince, parliament, or civil society. Public management, in other words, is regarded
as synonymous with public administration (Lynn 2003; Pollitt and Bouckaert
2000). As for whether or not there is a distinctive public management, there is
widespread professional acknowledgement that constitutions, collective goods
production, and electoral institutions create distinctive managerial challenges
that justify a separate field (Pollitt 2003; Rainey and Chun this volume).

Thus defined, the field of public management is surely of older vintage than
American scholars have been wont to assert and is arguably even older than the
popular starting point for administrative histories: the advent of European
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absolutism in the seventeenth century. To establish an appropriate historical
perspective, however, it will be useful to consider the case for each of the four
starting points.

2.2 ADUMBRATIONS, AT LEAST

The existence of organized bureaucracies and systematic administration in Egyp-
tian, Chinese, Greek, Roman, and other early civilizations has long been acknow-
ledged. Though Lepawsky found only limited evidence in early civilizations for
“the rise and the development of administration as an art, of organization as a
science, or of management as a technique,” in other words, for the existence of
a field (1949: 82), that there is any evidence at all is notable.

The field may have originated in ancient China. Confucius held that the con-
ductor of a government should “hold the mean,” meaning “to approach a problem
by seeking the widest differences of opinions and by making the most careful study
of the facts in the spirit of absolute impartiality and unselfishness, and then to solve
it moderately, practicably, and logically, in accordance with the best ethical rules,” a
precept on which it is hard to improve (Lepawsky 1949: 83, quoted from Hsii 1932).
H. G. Creel makes the strongest (albeit controversial) claim for the existence of
Chinese doctrines of administration that were influential in later times. By the
second century B¢, Creel says,

an increasing number of [administrative] officials was selected by civil service examina-
tions. ... An increasing proportion of officeholders were educated in an imperial university
that was expressly founded, in 124 B.C., for the purpose of inculcating in future officials the
values and attitudes desired by the government. Many of them were career bureaucrats
from an early age. (Creel 1964: 155—6)

Creel finds further support for his claim not in Confucianism, which had little to
say about statecraft, but in the career of Shen Pu-hai (d. 337 BC), who was
chancellor of a small state in north-central China. A book attributed to his
authorship was widely read and influential as late as the reign of Emperor Hstian
(74—48 BC). Not a Confucian, Shen Pu-hai “is concerned, with almost mathemat-
ical rigor, to describe the way in which a ruler can maintain his position and cause
his state to prosper by means of administrative technique and applied psychology”
(Creel 1964: 160).

Chinese influence on the subsequent history of public administration and
management is proverbial, and not just because examinations for entry into public
service originated there. Creel and other scholars find Chinese influence specifically
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in the regimes of the Kingdom of Lower Italy and Sicily, where Frederick II's
statutes promulgated at Melfi in 1231 have been characterized by Ernst Kantorowicz
as “the birth certificate of modern bureaucracy” (quoted by Creel 1974: 58). As late
as the seventeenth century, there may have been knowledge of the doctrines of Shen
Pu-hai, according to Creel, and Shen’s book was extant as late as the early
eighteenth century. Whatever their provenance, reforms recognizable to modern
students of public administration and management were adopted in several medi-
eval regimes (Rosenberg 1958). Of particular interest is the emergence of a concept
of “public trust” in numerous cities, “established as legal associations under a
corporate authority and vested with varying rights of self-government” that “ad-
umbrated some of the modern ideas of public need and public service” (Rosenberg
1958: 6, 8).

What we know of the history of organized administration across time and
civilizations, therefore, suggests that common forms of self-awareness and codifi-
cation concerning the structures, practices, and values of public administration
and management accompanied the emergence of organized societies (Waldo 1984).
Broadly construed, public administration and management has been a concomi-
tant of the earliest quests for order, security, wealth, and civilization. Such a view is
controversial, however.

2.3 ABSOLUTISM AND ADMINISTRATIVE
SCIENCES

“The modern bureaucratic state is a social invention of Western Europe, China’s
early civil service notwithstanding,” declared Hans Rosenberg (1958: 2). These early
“bureaucrats,” he argued, were indistinguishable from the household staff of the
dynastic ruler and cannot be considered embryonic civil servants. If, with Ernest
Barker, we regard management as “the sum of persons and bodies who are engaged,
under the direction of government, in discharging the ordinary public services
which must be rendered daily if the system of law and duties and rights is to be duly
‘served’” (1944, 3), then the emergence of modern public administration and
management awaited two historic developments: the rise of absolutism in Europe
following the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 and the revolutionary idea of “national
sovereignty” institutionalized in France after 1789 (Barker 1944: Merkle 1980).
Perhaps the most conspicuous precursor of the contemporary field was a recog-
nized field of study and practice called cameralism.
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2.3.1 Early Administrative Science

The reign of Louis XIV characterized absolutism in paradigmatic form. The break
with the past was in the growth of large bureaus of officials and a new system of
financial administration under the powerful Colbert. Revolutionary change oc-
curred at the local level with the institution of the intendant, a permanent admin-
istrator answerable to the king and his ministers, especially in matters of finance,
and the intendants, too, required staffs. Against the background of the scientific
spirit created by Bacon, Galileo, and Descartes, scholars such as Vaubon and
Jonchere began addressing the needs of absolutist institutions (Deane 1989; Merkle
1980). Such scientific thinking (in contrast to descriptive or philosophical
thought) “drove the mysticism from statecraft” (Merkle 1980: 141; Raadschelders
and Rutgers 1999).

The main story occurred in the German states, however. Beginning in 1640, a
succession of German rulers—Frederick William (The Great Elector), his grandson
Frederick William I, and Frederick the Great (who died in 1786)—created an
absolutist state that broke with medieval tradition by instituting public manage-
ment by trained and competent civil servants acting on behalf of a “public interest”
rather than (solely) out of narrow dynastic concerns (albeit on behalf of Hohen-
zollern and Hapsburg political interests as against powerful rivals) (Morstein Marx
1935). The Great Elector established public service as a duty to the people (rather
than to the feudal nobility) in the army and the revenue, postal, and education
systems; Frederick William I initiated the training of officials and established two
university chairs in administrative subjects in the 1720s (by end of eighteenth
century there were twenty-three such chairs, Wagner 2003); Frederick the Great
instituted examinations and a civil service commission. The consequence was the
emergence of a field of study and practice termed “cameralism.” (The word refers
to the room or place (kammer) where the domain is ruled.)

“Cameralism,” said Albion Small (1909: 591), “was an administrative technol-
ogy. .., a theory of managing natural resources and human capacities so that they
would be most lucrative for the prince in whose interest the management was
conducted.” According to Johann Justi, one of its most eminent scholars and
practitioners, the aim of cameralism, or Staatswissenschaften, is to achieve the
common happiness of the ruler and his subjects (an early version of the concept
of “public will” or “public interest”) through rules that amount to applications of
benefit-cost economics (Small 1909: Lindenfeld 1997). Cameralism, according to
Carl Friedrich (1939: 130-1), “was the academic counterpart of modern bureau-
cratic administration and, hence, in its essence was administrative science.”

As an academic discipline, cameralism amounted to what would today be called
a “managerialist ideology” (Pollitt 1990). It advocated meritocracy rather than
noble birth, administrative science rather than feudal law, standardized principles
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rather than local particularity, and formalism and professionalism rather than
traditionalism (Hood and Jackson 1991). The best interests of the prince and the
people lay in economic development which, in turn required active management
by administrators who were trained, examined, evaluated, and held loyal to a
strongly led state. Its central tenets are sufficiently modern that Hood and Jackson
refer to the late twentieth-century New Public Management as a “new cameralism”
(Hood and Jackson 1991: 182).

Cameralists were often successful practitioners. Schumpeter (1954: 143—208)
described them as “Consultant Administrators”. In contrast to modern deductive
science, “[t]he cameralists proceeded much more by the statement and elaboration
of practical maxims than through the construction and logical manipulation of
analytical models” (Wagner 2003: 7). Administrators participated at a high level in
literary discussions of cameralistic topics and produced a “massive German litera-
ture” that addressed general problems and issues of public management (Morstein
Marx 1935; Tribe 1984: 273).

Beginning in the late eighteenth century, intellectual and political developments
began that were to culminate in fundamental structural change—national sover-
eignty, Rechtsstaat, the Code Napoleon, the bureaucracies that were to be idealized
by Max Weber, and law as the basis for training officials—and to undermine the
pre-eminence of Staatswissenschaften as the intellectual foundation for public
administration and management. Royal servants became state servants (for ex-
ample, in Prussia’s Legal Code of 1794 ), servants became officials, government by
officials became known as bureaucracy, and bureaucracy became both powerful
and controversial.

2.3.2 The Imperial Bureaucracy

With state building largely accomplished on the Continent, “the struggle for
legalizing or constitutionalizing these great administrative mechanisms” began
(Friedrich 1939: 132). Thus was initiated a decisive shift toward the rule of law
and reliance on bureaucracy as a primary instrument of institutional change and
social mobility (Anderson and Anderson 1967; Dunsire 1973). Consequently the
foundations of official training, academic discourse, and political agendas also
shifted, albeit at different times in different states. By the end of the nineteenth
century, the field of public administration and management had become preoccu-
pied with the de facto separation of policy and administration and the resulting
tensions between an institution, bureaucracy, which exhibited imperialistic pro-
clivities and the revolutionary idea of popular sovereignty, with its expectation of
democratic accountability.

The “age of reason” had proclaimed the supremacy of law, and Holland and
England (the latter led by Sir Edward Coke and prominent English lawyers) had
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embraced the idea of law as right reason as early as the seventeenth century. The
motive for abandoning Staatswisschaften on the Continent was widespread dissat-
isfaction with what was coming to be known as “bureaucracy,” a pejorative term
coined by a Frenchman in the eighteenth century (although the term was correctly
used by Mill and others to mean “rule by officials”). The historical irony, now no
less than then (Morone 1990), is that reforms to ensure democratic accountability
actually tended to strengthen bureaucratic institutions.

The French bourgeoisie, for example, finally rebelled against the taxation needed
to support their kings’ propensities to wage war. “A new conception of the state
now appeared in the doctrine of ‘national sovereignty’” (Barker 1944: 13). Far from
displacing the role of administrators, however, “France retained the administrative
machine of the past, but gave it a new motive power” (ibid.). L’état was now the
collective people, not the person of the king. Napoleon was, as Barker puts it, the
successor to both Louis XIV and Colbert, and organized a new administration
around a Conseil d’Etat and the system of Préfets nominated and controlled by
the central government. The result was that “the Revolution left its new theory
of democracy curiously united with the old practice of bureaucracy” (Barker 1944:
13-14). State administration under the Code Napoléon “was to learn to govern
France without ever losing continuity through successive periods of revolution”
(Merkle 1980: 144).

Following its defeat by Napoleon at Jena in 1806, the Prussian state, too, was
quickly revolutionized. Freiherr vom Stein, head of the Prussian civil service, had
already transferred official allegiance from the person of the king to the head of
state. But prior to 1806, administrative theory was dominated by the idea of the
collegium, collective responsibility for advising the ruler. Following Napoleonic
logic, after 1806 and the advent of a representative parliament, the collegium was
replaced by the Buro- or Einheitssystem, in which, in the interests of efficiency,
responsibility was clearly vested in an individual at each level of authority up to a
minister. Moreover, the term Rechtsstaat entered the discourse: law as the founda-
tion for public administration. Professors of the sciences of the state “generally held
liberal views, such as beliefs in the rule of law, a limited degree of popular
representation, a free press, and a vital public opinion” (Lindenfeld 1997: 91).
Under Rechtsstaat, these academics believed, a strong, positive government could
be reconciled with individual and social autonomy.

In practice, however, the emphasis was placed on law, not on Staatswissenschaf-
ten. “[T]he rising emphasis upon law as the necessary form of all governmental
action...engendered a considerable shift in the concept of what was necessary for
the training of governmental officials” (Friedrich 1939, 133): law, not the adminis-
trative sciences. Despite an emancipated peasantry and a liberated townsfolk in a
new system of municipal administration, Prussian absolutism endured, as did the
power of the administrative class, university-trained and office-experienced. Over
time, the Prussian bureaucracy was to become iconic. The sciences of the state,
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though not bureaucracy itself, were also undermined by the growing influence of
Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations and the emergence of the field of economic
analysis, which shifted the focus of thinking away from the state as the engine of
wealth creation toward individuals and entrepreneurs operating in free markets.
Thus law—Ilegal reasoning—along with economics eclipsed completely the older
administrative sciences in intellectual discourse.

During a century marked by revolutions in the name of popular sovereignty,
therefore, the dominant institution of public administration and management
became bureaucracy. The dominant idea became the ideological separation of
policy and management, the latter governed by Rechtsstaat. Issues relating to
management of hierarchies (what are now called “techniques of management”)
came to the fore: the content of the education and training of officials at different
levels; the use of entrance examinations and apprenticeships; the use of perform-
ance standards and evaluations; discipline; reassignment; promotion; salary struc-
tures; retirement benefits; status and rights of workers in state enterprises; and
retention of personnel (Anderson and Anderson 1967).

This bureaucratic “paradigm” engendered widespread popular and professional
criticism. Balzac’s best-selling novel Les Employés imprinted contempt for bureau-
cracy on popular consciousness. Von Mohl’s definitive analyses tended to fuse the
term bureaucracy with a system of state administration that was inherently unre-
sponsive to public concerns (Albrow 1970). For Frederick Le Play, bureaucracy
“meant the dissemination of authority among minor officials, absorbed in details,
intent upon complicating business, and suppressing initiative in others” (Albrow
1970: 30). Hintze cited the weaknesses of bureaucracy as “corruption and laziness,
excessive ambition, servility toward superiors, brutality toward inferiors, conceit-
edness, and narrowmindedness” (Anderson and Anderson 1967: 183). Said Austrian
scholar Josef Redlich, “[t]he combination of parliament and a traditionally au-
thoritarian bureaucracy evoked the worst qualities of each body” (quoted by
Anderson and Anderson 1967: 184). By the end of the nineteenth century, the
idea that bureaucracy and democracy are incompatible had become popular with
the critics of “imperial bureaucracy” (Friedrich and Cole 1932), an idea that has
been given new life in postmodern democratic theory.

Rechtsstaat, too, had come under criticism. Earlier in the century, tension
became apparent between the idea of a Rechtsstaat and the idea of a eudaemonic
welfare state responsible for the well-being of its inhabitants and concerned with
protecting civilians against the state (Raadschelders and Rutgers 1999). Later, Stein
argued that Rechtsstaat “left no room for a proper conceptualization of adminis-
tration” (Lindenfeld 1997, 201). In Stein’s view, according to Lindenfeld (1997: 201),
“administration was the wave of the future,” a view that found its way to the heart
of Goodnow’s seminal American treatises. Later, Schmoller attempted a revival of
the sciences of the state in the form of social science, and despite the opposition of
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many law professors, a doctorate in the sciences of the state was established in 1880
(Lindenfeld 1997).

The dominant intellectual “memory” of the era, however, is Max Weber’s
positive analysis of bureaucracy. The power of Weber’s work has obscured the
intellectual ferment that preceded it. Rechtsstaat, moreover, had become deeply
entrenched and has endured to the present.

2.3.3 Anglo-Saxon Exceptions

An island nation, like England, or a former colony isolated in an aboriginal
hemisphere, like America, face different state-building tasks than Continental
nations such as France and Germany, where protection of territorial integrity
and enforcement of unity were paramount (Barker 1944). The differences widen
when the influence of democratic institutions and the nature of legal systems are
taken into account. Unlike Continental nations, democracy in England and Amer-
ica was built on a system of common law that preceded and governed the
development of public bureaucracies. The idea of the “state” as independent of
the political régime, and officials as “servants of the state,” is, as Konig observes
(1997: 217), “still not understood easily in the Anglo-American administrative
culture”; in contrast, the idea of popular sovereignty and public accountability,
staples of Anglo-American discourse, are not as easily understood on the Contin-
ent (Peters 1997).

Despite their similarities, the field of public administration has evolved in quite
distinctive ways in Great Britain and the United States. The reasons lie in the
differences between the two nations’ constitutions and political institutions. Great
Britain is a parliamentary democracy with virtually no separation of powers. The
field of public administration and management in the US, and the intellectual and
practical challenge of conceptualizing managerial responsibility there, directly
reflect constitutional tensions between executive, legislative and judicial branches
of government. These differences did not become apparent, however, until the
emergence of the American administrative state in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. The field of public administration and management in the
Anglophone world originated in England.

2.3.4 Limited Government in England

After the Commonwealth and the violence of parliamentary power, the Glorious
Revolution of 1688 established a monarchy with curtailed powers. While France
and Prussia “made a science of the service of the State,” England “considered
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[governing] a task for intelligent amateurs” (Barker 1944: 29, quoting Pollard in
Acton et al. 1902—12: 10. 353). Government in England, moreover, was parliamen-
tary and local. “[T]he theory of the English State [after 1660 and 1688] is a theory
not of the administrative absolutism of a king, but of the legislative omnipotence of
a parliament” (Barker 1944: 31) and the power of justices of the peace and
municipal councils. Whereas the French, for example, hoped to overcome “the
intractable nature of the human material” by imposing order, the British preferred
to rely on liberty and free choice to produce rational action (Merkle 1980: 210).

A series of developments in the nineteenth century gradually brought elements of
bureaucracy into English public administration and management. Various reforms
established common patterns of education for officials modeled on classical instruc-
tion; “practical technology and organization were considered beneath the attention
of a gentleman” (Merkle 1980: 209). In 1853, open competition for appointment to
the civil service in India was adopted (and became the rule in British government in
1870). Two years later, following the Northcote—Trevelyan report (“a classic case of
argument from ‘common knowledge’ in order to draw (apparently) obvious con-
clusions,” Hood and Jackson 1991: 141), Gladstone overrode Parliamentary objections
to engineer the Order in Council of 1855, which created a civil service commission
and required a minimum of competence among public officers” (White 1935: 1). The
result was creation of a civil service which has become a model, and in many respects
a caricature (as was the Prussian bureaucracy), of such an institution.

None of these developments belied English acquiescence in bureaucratic gov-
ernment, however. English intellectuals compared the bureaucratized Continent
with “free England” (Dunsire 1973). In his Principles of Political Economy, John
Stuart Mill “set himself against ‘concentrating in a dominant bureaucracy all the
skill and experience in the management of large interests, and all the power of
(quoted by Albrow 1970: 22).
Herbert Spencer warned that “[a]n employed bureaucracy regularly [becomes] a

>

organized action, existing in the community

governing bureaucracy, inflexible, fond of power, but enslaved by routine” (quoted
by Albrow 1970: 25). French and German critics of the rigid Prussian system envied
English self-government. Nonetheless professionalism in public service has had its
effects. Ramsey Muir could argue by 1910 that bureaucracy was becoming a reality
in England (Albrow 1970: 26).

The English civil service has enjoyed high prestige for integrity, capacity, and
intelligence (White 1935). It has also been viewed as having frozen “gentlemanliness”
into “a type of neo-mandarinism which saw government of every type the fit province
of the generalist and the classicist” (Merkle 1980: 209). Even though amateurism gave
way to professionalism, “not only had England avoided bureaucracy, it had also
avoided schools for public servants; and with them, administrative science text-
books” because there was no incentive to produce them (Dunsire 1973: 57). While
creating the capacity for self-government and engaging in the study of administrative
law, England remained unengaged with the study of administrative science.
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2.3.5 American Separation of Powers

Textbooks on public administration would not appear in America until the late
nineteenth century, when Goodnow’s Comparative Administrative Law (1893, 1902)
appeared. In the meantime, the central issue for Americans was: “Would public
administration find a place in a government without a crown?” (Stillman 1982: 6).
Still a primary example of self-awareness, The Federalist (which Rohr (2002) sees as
taking a managerial view), together with early debates over governance in the new
republic and early experience with governing, have been distilled into distinct (if
not distinctive) administrative traditions or heuristics (Stillman 1982; Kettl 2002): a
Hamiltonian tradition, which echoes cameralism in emphasizing strength in the
executive to promote national economic interests; a perhaps uniquely American
Madisonian tradition, emphasizing the interplay of group interests; a Jeffersonian
tradition reminiscent of the English tradition of local government; and, dominant
throughout much of the nineteenth century, the Jacksonian tradition of party
control of all aspects of administration.

Emerging as the central feature of American public administration and man-
agement, however, was the reverential authority acceded to the constitution and to
the principle of separation of powers (Lincoln 1838; Story 1840). Since the institu-
tion of judicial review was established early in the nineteenth century, the consti-
tution has served as the kind of stabilizing element in American government that
public bureaucracies have served in Europe and Parliament has served in England.
But America’s separation of powers, and the superordinate role of the courts, also
greatly complicated the matter of establishing a legitimate role for “unelected
bureaucrats.”

As early progressive-era reforms were beginning to give shape to a positive state,
Frank Goodnow stated the problem of public administration and management
concisely (Goodnow 1900: 97-8):

[D]etailed legislation and judicial control over its execution are not sufficient to produce
harmony between the governmental body which expresses the will of the state, and the
governmental authority which executes that will. ... The executive officers may or may not
enforce the law as it was intended by the legislature. Judicial officers, in exercising control
over such executive officers, may or may not take the same view of the law as did the
legislature. No provision is thus made in the governmental organization for securing
harmony between the expression and the execution of the will of the state. The people,
the ultimate sovereign in a popular government, must. .. have a control over the officers
who execute their will, as well as over those who express it.

Separation of powers, Goodnow recognized, creates a discontinuity in the
constitutional scheme such that the people cannot be fully assured that their wishes
will be carried out or enforced. The problem is one of coordination between law
and implementation—the central, multibranch relationship in American public
management—without creating unaccountable power in executive agencies.
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2.4 AN AMERICAN CENTURY

The profession of public administration is an American invention, Frederick
Mosher once declared (Mosher 1975). Dwight Waldo’s similar claim, echoed by
Minogue, Polidano, and Hulme (1998), was more implicit: “[O]ccasionally
throughout history there were training programs for administrative person-
nel.... [T]he eighteenth century Prussian course of preparation for royal service
known as Cameralism will surely come to mind. ... But my reading of the record is
that only around the turn of [the twentieth] century did administration attain self
awareness” (1980: 64).

The American field’s founders were more Eurocentric than is now remembered,
however. Wilson, Goodnow, and others sought to adapt European precedents
to the American political culture. In his 1926 American textbook, Leonard White
noted, in addition to two French journals, that “the most important periodical”
dealing with public administration was Public Administration, published on behalf
of the English Institute of Public Administration, whose founding preceded the
American Society for Public Administration and its Public Administration Review
by over fifteeen years. The work of Henri Fayol, Harold Laski, Lorenz von Stein,
Otto Hintze, Henry Berthélemy, and other Europeans was familiar to American
scholars, many of whom had studied in Germany. Early American contributors to
the field that was beginning to emerge there—Cleveland, Willoughby, Dickinson,
Friedrich, Fairlie, Pfiffner—were familiar with, and often wrote about, European
and English institutions in both administrative law and public management, and
many advocated at least selective adaptation of such precedents to the specific
needs of America’s rapidly expanding administrative state.

Americans have nevertheless tended to see their government, with its formal
separation of powers, federal distribution of authority, and “Bill of Rights,” as an
exception to European étatism and Rechtsstaat and to English parliamentarianism.
Americans regard their own view of democratic governance as unique, even
paradigmatic, and their methods of study, especially their emphasis on theory-
based quantitative analysis, as more rigorously scientific. The emergence of a
profession of public administration and management in the United States and of
a productive academic enterprise both within and independent of political science
has attained intellectual pre-eminence in Europe (Dunsire 1973, Kickert 1997). The
American approach gave legitimacy to ideas and methods that the reigning Euro-
pean legalism regarded as irrelevant (Rugge 2004).

In any event, the modern era, owing much to American intellectual leadership,
has brought more organized and detailed attention and a high degree of academic
prestige to a continuously evolving field (Lepawsky 1949).
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2.4.1 Scientific Management

American public management (not unlike that in Europe) arguably began in the
cities, with the bureaus of municipal research and with Progressive reforms in city
management (Mosher 1975; Kickert 1997). The nineteenth-century spoils system
(which, Carpenter notes (2001: 41), “bore curious similarities to the medieval
European notion of property-in-office”) had deteriorated into “political cliente-
lism, nepotism and corruption” (Kickert 1997: 19). Much of the early literature by
Goodnow, Cleveland, Willoughby, White, and others was concerned with munici-
pal problems and reforms.

To suit the American temper, which reveres individualism and free enterprise,
the replacement for a politically micromanaged public administration, notes
Caiden (1984: 53), “had to appear nonpartisan, scientific, universal, efficient, and
purposeful. It was sought first in comparisons with foreign experience, then in
possible application of selected foreign practices, and finally in conceptualization
of general principles derived from observation or hunch that could be elevated into
universal laws governing human organization.” The ideas most widely attributed to
early American administrative thought, of a dichotomy between politics and
administration and of scientific principles as the basis for management, “gave a
form and purpose, a self-confidence, to both the practice and the study of admin-
istration in the 1920s and early 1930s” at all levels of government (Dunsire 1973: 94).

“Scientific management,” both as a method and as a body of principles, was
embraced because, owing to its business origins, it promised legitimacy for ad-
ministration in the face of congenital American skepticism of the kind of bureau-
cratic power associated with European étatism. Writing in 1914, Hamilton Church
(1914: iv) captured the excitement of the idea:

The question of formulating some approach to a true science of management has been in
the air for some time. The first and most forceful stirring of the subject is unquestionably
due to Mr. Frederick W. Taylor, whose paper on “Shop Management,” issued in 1903,
opened most persons’ eyes to the fact that administration was ceasing to be...a kind of
trade secret, known only to a few men . .. and that it was entering a stage where things could
be reasoned about instead of being guessed at.

Dunsire notes that the term science meant “something more than the eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century writers on ‘administrative science’ (or indeed ‘economic
science’ or ‘political science’) had meant by the word—something like ‘disciplined
study’” (1973: 93).

In 1937, the Report of the President’s Committee on Administrative Manage-
ment (the Brownlow Report), became “a landmark statement of ‘managerialism’ in
public administration and is closely associated with the alliance between Progres-
sivism and the scientific management movement” (Hood and Jackson 1991: 135;
Dunsire 1973; Merkle 1980). The Brownlow Report (PCAM 1937) brought scientific
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management to bear on problems at the federal level of American government. The
solution to weak presidential control over the burgeoning bureaucracy “is couched
in terms of a more centralized top-down reporting structure based on a private
business management analogy, with a large general staff apparatus around the chief
executive” (Hood and Jackson 1991: 136). Like the Northcote—Trevelyan report, it
ran into immediate political trouble, but it had an “agenda-setting” effect in the
longer term and “has acquired unquestionably ‘classic’ status. ... It appeals to the
march of history and the laws of administrative science to back up its assertions”
(Hood and Jackson 1991: 136—7), although it “no more demonstrates the validity of
the measures it advocates than does the Northcote—Trevelyan Report” (Hood and
Jackson 1991: 142).

Release of the Brownlow report was accompanied by the publication of the
report’s background papers, Papers on the Science of Administration, edited by
Luther Gulick and Lyndall Urwick (1937) (which first brought Henri Fayol’s ideas
to an American audience). This volume served as a lightning rod for critics of a
depoliticized, scientific managerialism. Scientific management in a narrow sense
had never been as dominant an idea in democratic America as is often supposed
(Dunsire 1973), not even with Gulick. Moreover, human relations scholarship, the
debate between Herman Finer (1940) and Carl Friedrich (1940)—Finer argued for
detailed control of bureaucracy by legislation, Friedrich for managerial profession-
alism and self-control—and works such as Herring’s Public Administration and the
Public Interest (1936) and Barnard’s The Functions of the Executive (1938) established
the human and political dimensions of management. Within the next decade or so,
a series of intellectual challenges to so-called “orthodoxy”—apolitical, scientific
management—was to create an “intellectual crisis” in American public adminis-
tration (Ostrom 1973) that swept away not only orthodoxy but memory of the
spirited thirty-year discourse on democratic governance that had shaped the field
(Lynn 2001b).

2.4.2 Dissent and Divergence

The end of orthodoxy was savagely quick. Robert A. Dahl (1947) and Herbert
A. Simon (1950) argued from different intellectual vantage points that the search
for principles was naive and unscientific. Their argument was amplified by Dwight
Waldo in his widely influential The Administrative State (1948). Any pretense at
unity now shattered, decades of heterodoxy ensued, wherein the behaviorism of
Simon, the organization theories pioneered by March and Simon, older versions of
institutional managerialism, newer versions of scientific managerialism, the nor-
mative manifestos originating in Minnowbrook and Blacksburg (Frederickson
1971; Wamsley et al. 1990), and developments in the social sciences such as public
choice theory, “the new economics of organization,” and the study of institutions
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in sociology, economics and political science competed for “the soul of public
administration.” The stakes in this competition rose, moreover, as the agenda of
the maturing welfare state presented perplexing new intellectual and practical
challenges to public managers.

As Aberbach, Putnam and Rockman have emphasized, communication is a key
managerial aspect of American exceptionalism (although there are others, includ-
ing the tolerance of enormous variation across states and municipalities and the
fluidity of the legal framework: Peters 1997). “[T]he American separation of powers
means that face-to-face encounters. . .are actually more frequent in Washington
than in European capitals....Institutions and history have pushed American
bureaucrats toward more traditionally political roles as advocates, policy entrepre-
neurs and even partisans, and have led congressmen to adopt a more technical
role” (Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman 1981: 243). It was this activist aspect of
American public management that provided the pretext for a new phase in the
history of the field: the “discovery” of public management by the newly formed
public policy schools beginning in the 1970s.

2.5 THE SEARCH FOR EXCELLENCE AND
EFFICIENCY

However much one might acknowledge the intellectual depth and historical
continuity of the field of public administration and management from 1660 to
1970, something “new” did come into the picture in the 1970s in both America and
Europe. Economic crises, fiscal scarcity, and weariness with the liberal governance
of preceding decades gave impetus to more conservative political agendas wherein
public-management-cum-private-management was viewed as a means, if not a
panacea, for a more frugal, efficient government.

2.5.1 “Best Practices” in America

When choosing to complement technocratic training in policy analysis with an
emphasis on public management as a subject for research and teaching in the early
1970s, public policy scholars at Harvard, Princeton, and the University of Califor-
nia rebuked “traditional public administration” for having too little regard for the
public manager as a strategic political actor (Lynn 1996). The new emphasis was on
how to “realize the potential of a given political and institutional setting” (Moore
1984: 3), that is, on public management as craft, an emphasis neglected, although



42 LAURENCE E. LYNN, JR.

far from ignored, in traditional American literature. Craft-oriented pedagogy and
scholarship featured experiential learning and the extensive analysis of cases, with
the goal of identifying “best practices” and universal principles, rules, and check-
lists for effective public management (Bardach 1987). Works that distill managerial
principles from case analyses have become one of the most popular genres in the
field (cf. Kettl 2002).

Although its largely ahistorical, “institutions-are-given” perspective was contro-
versial outside the policy schools, this orientation, as later manifest in Osborne and
Gaebler’s best-selling Reinventing Government (1992) (a spawn of In Search of
Excellence, by Peters and Waterman 1982), with its universal “steer-don’t-row”
prescription and canonical principles, was to prove congenial to a new generation
of reform-minded activists, including the practitioner-dominated National Acad-
emy of Public Administration and officials associated with the Clinton adminis-
tration’s National Performance Review. As Guy Peters has noted (1997: 255),
“[plerhaps the one defining feature of reinvention is a disregard of some of the
conventions associated with traditional public administration and an associated
desire to rethink government operations from the ground up.” Although often
regarded as a brand of New Public Management, the American “reinvention”
movement featured managerial deregulation, quality, and entrepreneurship and
placed far less emphasis on the kinds of market-mimicking reforms that, in any
event, had long been popular in state and local government. NPM in America is
better represented by the 1993 Government Performance and Results Act, a Con-
gressional initiative, and by President George W. Bush’s “Management Agenda”,
which emphasized performance-driven, outsourced management in federal depart-
ments and agencies and use of a “program assessment rating tool” in budgeting.

2.5.2 Administrative Reform in Europe

Something “new” was abroad in Europe as well by the 1980s (Aucoin 1990; Pollitt
1990; Kickert 1997). Unlike America, the awakened European interest in public
management was more a political than an academic invention. It was directly
inspired by the economic crises of the mid-1970s, although it was also influenced
by the complex challenges of the post-war welfare state.

Similar to their American counterparts, some European students of bureaucracy
and management sought to repudiate a seemingly entrenched paradigm: the legalistic
thinking that had continued to dominate training and practice since the nineteenth
century (Kickert 1997). In France especially, owing to the influence of Crozier,
Friedberg, and other sociologists, the concept of management public became
central, and the Institut de Management Public was created in the 1960s (Crozier
and Friedberg 1980). (An awakening interest in public administration in Germany;,
and such latent interests as existed in Great Britain, were not to bear fruit until later.)
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Although the substantive orientation of this new European interest in public
management was not toward best practices (the influence of in Search of Excellence
is, however, evident in both places), “the appeal of the recent managerialist
literature lies in the fact that it has been packaged in ways which have addressed
issues from the perspective of managers rather than from the perspective of the
theorist” (Aucoin 1990: 118). European approaches reflected more traditional
concepts of administrative science and public administration, however (Pollitt
and Bouckaert 2000).

Aucoin (1990) sees two sets of such ideas at work. The first is a private-sector-
oriented managerialist ideology first conceptualized by Pollitt (1990) and manifest
in the Thatcher reforms that became the foundation of the New Public Manage-
ment, which asserts the primacy of management over bureaucracy. In this respect,
it is notable that the academic study of public management migrated from depart-
ments of public administration or political science towards schools of manage-
ment, and selected, younger civil servants began to study in those schools. The
second, more political, perspective is inspired by public choice theory or its stable-
mate principal-agent theory (Lane 1993), which establishes the primacy of repre-
sentative government over bureaucracy. These two sets of ideas are, in Aucoin’s
analysis, in sharp tension: managerialism requires a politics/administration dichot-
omy, public choice theory repudiates it.

The new approaches have been sharply contested. Metcalfe and Richards, for
example, argue that public choice “largely fails to contribute usefully to our
understanding of real world public management problems” (1993: 115). In Konig’s
view, legalistic reasoning may be superior to economic reasoning: “Assessments of
effects and successes, analyses of costs and benefits fall short of what legal argu-
mentation is able to perform” (Koénig 1997, 226). The unit of analysis for Metcalfe
and Richards and for Konig is the system as a whole, not the individual or the
transaction. Metcalfe and Richards prefer a network perspective, however, whereas
Konig argues for “the primacy of politics and democracy as well as the constitu-
tional system of order” (Konig 1997: 228).

The fact that practical, theoretical and methodological issues in Europe and the
U.S. have been tending to converge is both cause and consequence of the direction
the field has taken since the 1990s: toward a globalization of the discourse on public
administration and management and, in a real sense and for the first time, an
internationalization of the field.

2.5.3 The Globalization of Public Management

“[T]here has been an increasing degree of cross-fertilization throughout advanced
political systems,” Aucoin noted in 1990, “and some considerable spread of these
ideas to less advanced political systems” ( 119). A year later, Christopher Hood (1991)
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was to coin a term that became a banner for the globalization of public manage-
ment: New Public Management (NPM). That term was meant to characterize a neo-
Taylorite, neo-cameralist approach to managerial reform, originating with the
Thatcher regime in Great Britain and with managerialist reforms in New Zealand
and Australia. In a popular interpretation, NPM began propagating itself globally
both because of the inherent appeal of the ideas and because of the support of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, the United Nations,
the United Nations Development Program, and other international and regional
forums. That is, NPM referred to a simulacrum of the allocation of resources by
competitive markets that suited neo-conservative times: managerial, customer-
oriented, performance-driven (Pollitt 1990, Hood and Jackson 1991, Kickert 1997).
A compact view of NPM is Konig’s: “a popularised mixture of management
theories, business motivation psychology and neo-liberal economy” (1997: 219).

Impressed by the apparently global nature of public management reform and by
the family resemblance of its motivations and strategies, academics began creating
new international forums for professional discourse on the subject in the 1990s. As
Konig (1997: 226) noted, “management has become the...lingua franca in an
increasingly internationalised administrative world. It signals that public admin-
istration implies planning and coordination, staff recruitment and development,
personnel management and control, organisation, and so on, and that allowances
must be made in all these respects for the scarcity of resources.”

Motivations to create and participate in these forums (which, though inter-
national, have drawn less interest from the French- and Spanish-speaking worlds,
Asia, and the less developed countries), have varied. Some promoted New Public
Management as an ideology and sought an audience for positive assessments,
however premature. Others were impressed with the apparent convergence of
management institutions, practices, and values, even seeing a global consensus
that the private sector could out-perform traditional institutions (Minogue, Poli-
dano, and Hulme 1998). Konig insisted, for example, that the challenge of NPM to
Continental Europeans “goes beyond the claim to an internal rationalization of the
public administration by means of good management” (1997: 213) and posits a
slenderized state with well functioning competitive markets. Others sought to
promote a wider understanding of national institutions in responding to the
managerial challenges of globalization, seeing divergence and the possibility of
new theoretical insights to processes of managerial reform (Pollitt 2002). Academ-
ics sought a dialogue among scholars with the more modest ambition of encour-
aging both theory building and lesson drawing among jurisdictions confronting
similar challenges (Lynn 1997, 20014).

Whatever the specific motivations, the idea that there existed entering the
twenty-first century a field of public administration and management that trans-
cended national political boundaries was beginning to take hold among prominent
scholars, a milestone in the field’s history.
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2.6 ON WINE AND BoTTLES, OLD AND NEW

If governments are viewed as bottles, then codified, rationalized managerial struc-
tures, practices, and values are the wines that fill them. The configurations of actual
wine bottles vary widely, as do their contents. But wine mavens recognize each
other the world over, new versions of wines from noble grapes are celebrated, and
the discovery of an Etruscan amphora or an ancient Roman bottle is cherished by
all. So, too, there is a professional field of public administration and management,
of ancient origins, which its mavens across the world do not fail to recognize and
whose variations delight, enlighten, and unite its members. As Leonard White said
in 1926, “the natural history of administration connects its ancient and modern
forms in an unbroken sequence of development” (4).

That there is a coherent and enduring intellectual agenda for the field of public
administration and management is becoming more widely recognized, albeit from
different perspectives. “All administrative reform, like basically all administrative
theory,” argues Werner Jann, “deals with the same set of problems: legality,. ..
legitimacy, . . . efficiency and effectiveness” (1997: 94). Raadschelders and Rutgers
argue that without studying three dichotomies—public/private, policy/adminis-
tration, and state/society—“public administration cannot be understood at all”
(1999: 30). “[A]ll governments,” argue Aucoin and Neintzman, “must now govern
in a context where there are greater demands for accountability for performance on
the part of a better educated and less deferential citizenry, more assertive and well
organized interest groups and social movements, and more aggressive and intrusive
mass media operating in a highly competitive information-seeking and processing
environment” (2000: 46). Amongst particulars, in other words, there are univer-
sals, although no agreement on what these universals are.

If there is a transcendent issue, it is the relationship between bureaucracy and
democracy, between administrators and the people, between managerial responsi-
bility and popular sovereignty and the rule of law. As Riggs has noted (19974: 350),
“[i]t has never been easy in even the most democratic countries for the organs of
representative government to sustain effective control over their bureaucracies.”

Perhaps no development illustrates this proposition better than finding Great
Britain (much more than New Zealand) at the forefront of sustained administra-
tive reform in the era of globalized public management and Germany a distinct
laggard. Not only did Margaret Thatcher restructure and refocus British public
administration but, of the Blair government, it has been said, perhaps too breath-
lessly, that “[a]t a stroke, a whole new central architecture for managing he
implementation of policy in England has been created” (Lee and Woodward
2002: 54). From the perspective either of Rechtsstaat or of a formal separation of
powers, the fact that, as Konig notes, “the British administrative ‘revolution’ with
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its market testing, compulsory competitive tendering, and so on, has turned out to
be the most uncompromising” (1997: 219) is arresting. From a German or French
perspective, a state that malleable could not provide the continuity that settled
institutions have provided (Konig 1997). For Americans, who, lacking integrative
institutions (Page 1992), have always had to settle for incrementalism on matters of
managerial reform, such malleability can only be envied.

The explanation for such differences lies not in craft or structure but in consti-
tutions, in national institutional arrangements that establish and regulate the
balance between managerial capacity and external control. The British “fusion of
[executive and legislative] powers in a cabinet permits them to maintain effective
control over an intrinsically powerful mandarinate” (Riggs 1997b: 274; Stillman
2000). In Germany, in contrast, the inclusion of “traditional principles of civil
service” in the Federal Constitution was, Jann (1997) argues, a kind of constitu-
tional guarantee of Weberian principles of administration, and only the sudden
belated popularity of the “New Steering Model” at the local level threatened
Weberian continuity by seeking to diminish the difference between public and
private sectors. America’s separation of powers accounts for its exceptional ap-
proach to public administration and management.

The fact that public management reform remains primarily a national (and
constitutional) matter (Konig 1997; Rohr 2002) despite the globalization of re-
sources, technology, and ideas is of less significance to the field, however, than that
these issues can be intelligibly studied and debated by academic and practicing
professionals of widely different national experiences. While their orientations to
disciplines, theories, methods, and national agendas will differ (Stillman 2000),
these professionals have in common a grasp of larger issues that transcend the
descriptive particulars of national regimes or tenets of disciplinary training. Na-
tional differences may be inimical to reaching that elusive consensus on the
universal principles of public administration and management, but such differ-
ences are the lifeblood of scientific inquiry and thus well serve the goal of building
the theories and empirical understanding that, as they have from ancient times,
sustain a professional field on a global scale.
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CHAPTER 3

BUREAUCRACY
IN THE
TWENTY-FIRST
CENTURY

KENNETH J. MEIER
GREGORY C. HILL

ALTHOUGH numerous pundits claim the eminent demise of bureaucracy (Lane
2000; Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Handler 1996; Kanter 1989), in this chapter we
argue that bureaucracy will not only survive in the twenty-first century but will
flourish. The core of the argument is that the large-scale tasks that government
must perform—national defense, a social welfare system, political monitoring of
the economy, etc.—will remain key functions of governments in the twenty-first
century and that bureaucracies, likely public but possibly private, will continue to
be the most effective way to do these tasks. Bureaucracy has weathered other calls
for its demise before (Bennis 1966; Marini 1971; Thayer 1973); current efforts are
likely to meet similar fates. After a brief discussion of definitions and the meaning
of bureaucracy, the major sections of this chapter will deal with six challenges to
bureaucracy. Some of these challenges are intellectual; others are part of real-world
ongoing reform efforts in a variety of countries.
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3.1 DEFINING BUREAUCRACY

Reading much of the current literature on bureaucracy suggests that two highly
inconsistent definitions are being used. The advocates of administrative reform
tend to define bureaucracy by a series of stereotypes. According to Jreisat (2002:
38), “Conventional wisdom has it that bureaucracy is conformist, seeks standard-
ization and routinization of work, and therefore, causes inflexibility and resistance
to change in managing public organizations.” Bureaucracy, in this view, is slow,
inept, and wasteful. Striking in the prescriptive literature is the degree that this
stereotype is simply accepted without any empirical evidence other than an
occasional anecdote (see Goodsell 1983 for an early critique and discussion). If
one accepts this definition of bureaucracy, then the normative need to rid oneself of
bureaucracy is self evident. Advocates of this view, however, are then left with the
task of explaining why an institution with such a record of poor performance
continues to persist in all modern societies. At best such explanations focus on
rent-seeking and budget-maximizing bureaucrats who conspire to exploit the
polity for their own ends (Niskanen 1971). Empirical evidence to support such
claims and why such behavior would be tolerated by politicians and citizens,
however, is lacking (see Blais and Dion 1991; du Gay 2000).

More promising than the stereotypical definition is to treat bureaucracy as an
empirical organizational form and to determine if this organizational form has any
competitive advantages over other organizational forms. In defining bureaucracy,
one should go to the authoritative source, Max Weber (1946) who defined bureau-
cracy in formal, structural terms. Bureaucracy is characterized by the following.

1. Fixed and official jurisdictional areas ordered by rules, laws, or regulations.

2. The principle of hierarchy whereby structures are established with superior and
subordinate relationships.

3. Management of the office relies on written files.

4. Occupation of offices based on expertise and training.

5. Full time employment of personnel who are compensated and who can expect
employment to be a career.

6. Administration of the office follows general rules that are stable and can be
learned.

With one exception, Weber’s nineteenth-century definition will be applied to the
twenty-first-century world of reinvented government.! That exception is, of course,
the requirement of written documents or files to guide the administration of
programs. Technology has moved beyond paper so that many documents are
written only in electronic form. Computer files and paper files, however, are
equivalent in function even though a poor transition from paper to computer
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files can create serious organizational problems (Pollitt 2000). At the outset, we
should also note that Weber’s definition of bureaucracy does not apply specifically
to the public sector; one of his archetype bureaucracies was the Catholic Church,
a nonprofit organization.

As we probe the contemporary challenges to bureaucracy, we need to keep these
six characteristics of bureaucracy in mind. Some of the challenges to bureaucracy
are intellectual and take place in the rarified world of academia; others are practical
and take place in the political debates that shape the direction of governments and
governance.

3.2 THE CHALLENGE OF PoLITICS

Bureaucracies are forged in the smithy of politics. The decision to create such
structures and maintain them, whether conscious or not, is made by political actors
involved in the process of governance. We assume here that modern democratic
governance requires a supporting bureaucratic apparatus because only an effective
and efficient bureaucracy can generate the surplus capacity to absorb the high
decision and transaction costs inherent in democracy (Meier 1997; Suleiman 2003).
A nation that cannot feed or educate its citizens is unlikely to be able to support a
functioning democracy. This functional necessity, however, plays out in practice in
a variety of ways.

The relationship of bureaucracy to the electoral (often misnamed the political)
institutions of government influences bureaucratic structures, delimits the scope of
its activities, and creates pressures to restrict or reduce bureaucracy. Hood (2002)
argues that different combinations of political institutions result in different
implicit bargains with the bureaucracy, thus defining bureaucracy’s responsibilities
and scope of action. Political systems vary in their concentration of political power
and decision-making processes; some political systems are highly centralized with
unitary governments, others are decentralized with semi-autonomous govern-
ments exercising power in a fragmented political system. In centralized political
systems (e.g., UK, France), power is an accepted fact of life; and the role of
bureaucracy in establishing and maintaining state power is generally recognized
(Peters and Pierre 1998; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000). Along with the higher status
accorded to bureaucrats in these countries, bureaucracy is seen as a legitimate state
actor. In France, as an illustration, the bureaucracy is viewed as the instrument by
which republicanism seeks equality and other fundamental values (Suleiman 2003:
173—5). Such states provide a clearer “contract” with the bureaucracy by being more
precise in defining political roles and accepting the idea of significant discretion
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among career bureaucrats (Hood 2002). Calls for the elimination of bureaucracy
might be made in such countries, but they are more likely to fall on deaf ears since
politicians will recognize that removing bureaucracy will directly limit the actions
that they can take and undercut policies that they support. France, for example, has
increased the size of its bureaucracy by 25 percent in the last fifteen years (Suleiman
2003: 176).

Fragmented political systems create a different environment for bureaucracy
because no political institution can generate sufficient consensus to make an
enduring bargain with the civil service.2 In some cases a formal fragmentation of
powers can be overcome by alternative institutions such as strong political parties
or corporatist decision processes. In fragmented systems where electoral institu-
tions fail to define a precise role for bureaucracy, the bureaucracy itself becomes a
more political institution that seeks to aggregate political power in support of
policies and their implementation. The classic case of a fragmented political system
failing to provide the political consensus to create a relationship with bureaucracy
is the United States (Long 1949). Because the formal institutions of government
cannot concentrate power and thus define political ends, the bureaucracy is left
with the task of building support for its own mission from the bottom up rather
than via a principal-—agent contract with political branches. In this situation
bureaucracy is seen as a competitor for political power, and politicians perceive
that running for election by campaigning against the bureaucracy is a viable
political strategy. In such systems calls for the elimination of bureaucracy find
receptive ears. The irony of decentralized systems such as the United States is that
political principals shirk, that is, they fail to define political goals for the bureau-
cracy. Such shirking allows political attacks on the bureaucracy, but at the same
time it creates the incentive for bureaucracies to generate their own political
support. Rather than increasing political control over the bureaucracy, the process
lessens it because the bureaucracy supplies its own political legitimacy.

The challenge of politics is more than American exceptionalism (or Anglo
exceptionalism if one includes Australia and New Zealand) because of recent
efforts to shape the structures of democracy. Via both international political
pressures and direct economic pressures via the International Monetary Fund,
non-European countries have both downsized their governments and decentral-
ized authority to local governments. Particularly among the nascent democracies
in Latin American, the argument is made that democracy is enhanced by creating
more authority for governments closer to the people (that is local governments, see
Blair 2000; Conaghan 1996). The argument is that via fragmented local govern-
ments, with each developing a unique set of services, individual citizens can vote
with their feet to select the community that best meets their preferences for taxes
and services (Tiebout 1956; Ostrom 1973; but see Lyons, Lowery and DeHoog 1992).
The argument, however, has implicit in it that local governments have the capacity
to provide effective services or can purchase them from the private sector. Without
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such capacity, decentralization is as likely to bring corruption and dissatisfaction,
thus undercutting support for democracy. Building this capacity in a system that
denigrates bureaucracy and generally lacks a competitive market system for pro-
viding local government services would appear to be virtually impossible.

The political-bureaucratic working agreement, itself a challenge to bureaucracy
in terms of legitimacy, also affects the ability of bureaucracies to deal with each of
the five other challenges to bureaucracy in the twenty-first century. It determines
how much pressure there is to reduce or eliminate bureaucracy, and it influences
how realistic politicians are likely to be in pressing for government reforms. The
idea of a twenty-first century free from bureaucracy is a plausible one only within
some political systems. Even in those systems, however, the idea flourishes because
the implications for governance are not fully considered.

3.3 THE NEw PuBLIC MANAGEMENT

The New Public Management both challenges and reinforces bureaucracy (Kettl
2000). One wing of NPM seeks to eliminate government, and thus government
bureaucracy, by moving as many of the functions of government to the private
sector (Lane 2000; Savas 1987). Government agencies become contract adminis-
trators rather than persons who deliver services; the quest is guided by the idea that
private bureaucracies are more efficient than government bureaucracies (an open
question despite the wealth of research on the topic, see Hodge 2000). Government
employment in this scenario shrinks even as larger numbers of people indirectly
work for government via contracts (Light 1999).

Two distinct approaches of this anti-bureaucracy New Public Management
exist—the Westminster model and the US model (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000).
The Westminster model, so named after the United Kingdom but practiced in
Australia and New Zealand also, starts with a fundamental question, what should
be the proper role and scope of government (the starting premise of the field of
public finance)? Once the overall size of government and the essential functions are
defined, then government can rationally establish priorities for reducing govern-
ment bureaucracy by paring those that do not fit within the defined function. As an
example, the UK determined that operating a telephone system was not a govern-
ment function thus leading logically to the divestiture of British Telecom (Durant,
Legge, and Moussios 1998; Suleiman 2003: 199).

The US model of the New Public Management lacks this integrating coherence
but rather simply acts to contract out or divest public functions (but see Hall, Holt
and Purchase 2003). For example, nowhere in the periodic debates over US
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agricultural policy is the question of why we subsidize wheat farmers but not
soybean producers raised, let alone the question of whether subsidizing agriculture
is a government function. This lack of an overall plan, as a result, means that US
governments often cut taxes without concern for which programs should be
reduced or demand privatization without determining if sufficient private sector
organizations exist to create a competitive market. The end result is both an
inconsistent approach to government size and an erratic fiscal policy.

The second wing of the New Public Management seeks to liberate bureaucratic
managers by freeing them from the rules and restrictions that government man-
agers face. This second goal of NPM is clearly inconsistent and often contradictory
relative to the first goal. The liberation of public managers requires the capacity to
act, but the diminution of government reduces this capacity (Terry 2003). O’Toole’s
(1991) studies of local government waste water treatment contracting finds that
cities that contract out these functions lose the capacity to restore them if the
private contract arrangement does not work. Similarly Durant (1993) found Reagan
administration budget cuts in natural resources agencies prevented that adminis-
tration from implementing its policy changes. Even if private organizations retain
this capacity on behalf of government, the different goals of private sector organ-
izations render the capacity less flexible and less useful than it previously was for
pursuing government ends (see O’Toole 1991). The privatization of government
functions can also diminish government capacity in another sense; it can lead to
increases in corruption and a loss of citizen faith in government efforts. In the
United States, those federal government programs that rely heavily on private
sector implementation are consistently marked by greater corruption than those
implemented by government bureaucracies (Perry and Wise 1990; Meier 2000). An
irony of the New Public Management, therefore, is its quest to rid itself of
unresponsive government bureaucracies actually replaces them with private sector
bureaucracies that are more difficult to hold accountable.

The liberation management version of NPM is often accompanied by bench-
marking and performance standards with the idea being that public managers are
free to experiment but will be held to a clear bottom line. Hall, Holt, and Purchase’s
(2003) assessment of benchmarking in the UK Next Steps agencies concludes that
this generates a narrow accountability system that produces numbers but not
necessarily better performance (see also Martin 2002). Goal displacement, as a
result, is a distinct possibility as highly bureaucratic auditing systems create red
tape for local administrators. The decline in bureaucracy in service delivery
agencies is merely displaced to auditing and control agencies with the overall
system becoming no less bureaucratic (Power 1997; Barberis 1998).

The New Public Management challenge to bureaucracy is to replace bureaucracy
with liberated contract managers. They would substitute private bureaucracies
for public bureaucracies thus creating institutions that are more difficult to control
and oversee. In addition, stripping government of its action functions and
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replacing them with the mundane process of contract management is unlikely to
attract the type of creative, risk-taking individuals that NPM envisions. The New
Public Management challenge to bureaucracy, in short, is no challenge at all.

3.4 THE POSTMODERN CHALLENGE

Bureaucracy is an instrument of rationality; it seeks to order processes and produce
outputs by regular means that are amenable to systematic analysis. Because post-
modern scholarship is in large part a reaction to the rationality of positivism, it
logically includes the consideration of bureaucracy within its purview (Farmer
1995).3 Denhardt (1993), for example, begins his assessment of bureaucracy by
disputing the positivist distinction between facts and values and moves on to a
critique of bureaucracy. Although postmodernists range widely in views, united
only in their temporal relationship with “modernism,” they frequently advocate
the same set of reforms to counter the problems of bureaucracy—decentralization,
greater participation, and client-driven organizations.

In Denhardt’s view, if the distinction between facts and value does not hold, one
needs to look elsewhere for knowledge about organizations and how they operate
(see also Blankenship 1971). In his view organizational rationality is replaced by
individualized understanding linked to individual actions. All views become sub-
jective and none has primacy. Reasoning in this view works via dialectical thinking
in an effort to understand the dynamic patterns of organizational life. “Such an
approach,” Denhardt (1993: 204) contends, “would reveal certain contradictions
inherent in hierarchical organizations.”

Postmodern critiques of bureaucracy have some of their roots in the human
relations school of organization theory, an approach critical of the formal, struc-
tural approach of Weber and his descendants. Harmon (1981), for example,
grounds his critique of bureaucracy in organizational development, an applied
organization theory that focuses on organizational change by non-structural
means. The stress on the informal side of the organization quite naturally leads
to a rejection of “bureaucracy” for more participatory, decentralized organiza-
tional processes. Postmodern approaches also view organizational boundaries with
some skepticism, seeking to incorporate clientele within the organization (see
Waldo 1971: 263). Clientele not only have a say in what the organization produces
but perhaps even in the actual production of organizational outputs.

Bureaucracy can marshal several counter arguments to the challenge of post-
modern views of organization. First, one of the more interesting markers of a
postmodern bureaucracy is the effort to make the organization client-centered
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rather than bureaucrat-centered. The charge is essentially that bureaucracies are
self-serving and emphasize making the lives of bureaucrats easier rather than
serving the clientele (Marini 1971, but see Frederickson 1997: 130-1 on evidence to
the contrary). The emphasis on client-centered organizations, which is similar to
the New Public Management’s emphasis on customer-oriented bureaucracy,
reflects postmodernism’s roots in social welfare bureaucracies. Ignored in the
argument is any recognition of some of the most classical, non-postmodern
bureaucracies that are client-centered such as US Department of Agriculture or
the Japanese Ministry of Industry and Trade. Such agencies are both client-
centered and elitist, thus using “postmodern” techniques for decidedly non-
postmodern ends. Client-driven organizations, in fact, are only possible when
the social construction of the client population is positive (Schneider and Ingram
1997); in numerous cases, felons, some businesses, welfare recipients, negative
social constructions are reinforced by strong public views that are unlikely to
change. Bureaucracies in such areas are to be kept separate from clientele; their
mission is to manage and perhaps to subjugate clientele not to serve them.
Postmodernism lacks this recognition of political realities; social constructions
reflect the political power of powerful interests, not just bureaucratic whims.
Second, one postmodern movement, the feminist critique of bureaucracy, dir-
ectly challenges the notion of hierarchy, a defining characteristic of bureaucracy
(Thomas and Davies 2002).* Hierarchy forces women to take on the role of
organizational advocate if they wish to succeed in the organization; in the process
a women’s identity as woman is submerged beneath her identity as a bureaucrat
(Ferguson 1984; Stivers 2002). The solution, in feminist theory, is to restructure
bureaucracies as flat, decentralized organizations that operate via norms of con-
sensus. The ideal feminist bureaucracy, however, clashes with the practice of
women managers who actually lead organizations. Nicholson-Crotty and Meier
(2002), examining the behavior of school superintendents, found that their behav-
ior could be characterized as political rather than decentralizing. Women top-level
managers actually increased the level of bureaucracy in the organization, according
to the authors, so that they could exert control over an organization that might be
hostile to women managers. Further evidence in support of the political rather
than the feminist view was that women managers added less bureaucracy in
organizations where more women held managerial roles (interpreted as allies in
this research); and as women managers spent more time at the helm of the
organization, they gradually decreased the levels of bureaucracy, a finding consist-
ent with the notion that such strategies were temporary efforts to exert control and
that they would be reduced when supporters held key positions of authority.
Third, the postmodern critique of bureaucracy seeks to separate organizational
form from organizational function. It advocates the equivalent of the old scien-
tific management “one best way” to design and organize work processes. Much
of organization theory (Thompson 1967) counsels the exact opposite, that
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organizations need to be structured based on their tasks and the degree of envir-
onmental turbulence. Joan Woodward’s (1980) classic studies of organizational
structure showed that the most effective structures fit fairly clear patterns depend-
ing on the organization’s environment and its internal processes. Some of
these structures were highly bureaucratic; others were not. More recent work on
structural aspects such as span of control (directly linked to decentralization) also
found that there were optimal levels of hierarchy in educational organizations,
organizations that are normally considered relatively unbureaucratic (Meier and
Bohte 2003).

Finally, the postmodern view of bureaucracy may contain the seeds of its own
demise as a criticism of bureaucracy. Postmodern approaches are strongly opposed
to empirical research unless that research is based on subjective methods that are
unlikely to transfer from one scholar to the next. As a result, the approach can be
charged with presenting bureaucratic stereotypes, much like the New Public
Management, but unlike it in rejecting any efforts to determine if their views
represent a significant portion of the world. Virtually every scholar of bureaucracy
points to the informal aspects of the organization that facilitates bureaucratic
action. Bureaucracy in practice, therefore, is likely to be far less rigid and unchan-
ging than it is in postmodern rhetoric (how much, we will not know if we rely on
postmodernists for an answer).

3.5 THE PRINCIPAL-AGENT MODEL
CHALLENGE

Principal-agent models are the antimatter to postmodern approaches. Where
postmodernism rejects rationality and empirical analysis, principal-agent models
revel in both. The basic idea behind principal-agent models is that all relation-
ships can be reduced to contractual terms (see Mitnick 1980; Evans 1980; Moe
1984). Based on a modest set of assumptions about the individual actors involved,
a series of relatively simple propositions are derived. Principal-agent models were
originally established to describe voluntary relationships between peers as they
enter into market-like exchanges (originally used for physician-patient relation-
ships and used car sales). The principal in essence is buying something from the
agent, but the transaction differs from the normal market place of pure compe-
tition in one key way. Like private markets, the model assumes goal conflict (e.g.,
the patient wishes to be made well and the doctor would like to maximize income,
or at least charge a higher price than the patient would select), but unlike such
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markets it assumes information asymmetry, that the agent has specialized know-
ledge that the principal does not have. Such a situation creates an incentive for the
principal to “shirk,” to sell more services or sell them at a higher price than
actually needed. The solutions are to draft a contract that seeks to control such
behavior before the fact (McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1987) or to invest in
monitoring the agent as the contract is implemented.

The principal-agent model has developed an extensive theoretical base as
scholars have modeled various aspects of bureaucracy and its relationships to
political actors in principal-agent terms (Banks and Weingast 1992;
Bendor, Taylor, and Van Gaalen 1985, 1987; Niskanen 1971; Woolley 1993). There is
also an extensive empirical literature that references the principal-agent model
but in actual practice does not engage the model in any significant way or use it
to derive research hypotheses (Wood and Waterman 1994; Moe 1985, but see
Krause 1996).

The challenge of principal-agent models is the contention that bureaucracy as an
organizational form does not matter; all relationships can be reduced to contract-
ual ones. Although principal-agent models are purely an academic enterprise, they
generally support the conclusions of the New Public Management. After all if there
is no need for bureaucracy as an intellectual concept, then the NPM effort to
contract out functions and move to non-hierarchical, market-like implementation
is a good thing.

Despite the influence of these models in academia, the argument here will be
that such models are woefully incomplete in that sphere and not particularly useful
in practical situations. First, by presenting all relationships in contractual terms,
the models miss the informal side of bureaucracy, the relationships among indi-
viduals that are based on affect and trust. Agents will frequently provide what the
principal wants for normative reasons or because the principal’s demands are
within the agents’ zone of acceptance (Simon 1997). The important questions are
what values are resident in the bureaucracy and how those values compare with
both those of electoral institutions and those of the general public. Second, the
language of principal-agent models often prevents its broader use. Goal conflict
and information asymmetry inevitably lead to shirking. The common language
meaning of shirking is that the agent will not act. In many cases, the real problem is
the agent will act even more than the principal seeks. Third, the principal-agent
model misses the element of coercion in bureaucracies. The model was designed to
examine voluntary relationships between equals in a market-like setting. In this
case it is applied to mandatory relationships between unequals in a nonmarket-like
situation. Although bureaucratic relationships contain more than coercion (see
Barnard 1938), at the end of the day bureaucracies are an ordering of power. The
utility of principal-agent models in these situations is open to question. This
position also applies to the use of principal-agent models to describe relationships
between bureaucracy and electoral institutions.
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3.6 THE Ri1sE oF NETWORKS

An increasing body of scholarship argues, and in some cases demonstrates, that
public management often takes place via networks of actors rather than solely
within the confines of a single, hierarchical bureaucracy (Agranoff and McGuire
2003; Bogason and Toonen 1998; Bressers, O Toole and Richardson 1995; Milward
and Provan 2000; O’Toole 1997; Scharpf1993). A network is a pattern of two or more
units in which not all major components are encompassed within a single hierarch-
ical array (O’Toole 1997). Program success, in these settings, requires collaboration
and coordination with other parties over whom managers exercise little formal
control. Actors in networks are often located in bureaucracies that are in turn
connected with other organizations outside the lines of formal authority. Many of
these complex arrangements are required or strongly encouraged by policy makers;
others emerge through mutual agreement among organizations or individuals who
find common interests served by working together on a regular basis (Gains 1999).

Networked arrays may include some combination of: agencies (or parts of
agencies) of the same government; links among units of different governments;
ties between public organizations and for-profit companies; and public-nonprofit
connections, as well as more complex arrangements including multiple types
of connections in a larger pattern. Networks range in complexity from simple
dyads to bewilderingly complex arrays entailing dozens of units (see Provan and
Milward 1991). Networks are generally designed to deal with “wicked problems”
that will not fit within a single jurisdiction or that for political reasons cannot be
placed within a single bureaucracy. The latter occurs when policy makers wish to
take action but still be able to distance themselves from the policies that might
develop (see Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000, 175).

Networks pose a major practical challenge to bureaucracy. To the extent that
policy makers create networks rather than bureaucracies to deliver public services,
then the persistence of bureaucracy as an organizational form is called into
question (Peters and Pierre 1998). Networks lack one fundamental defining char-
acteristic of hierarchy—the ability to compel performance. Ferlie and Steane
(2002) go so far as to contend that networks undercut the hierarchical nature of
New Public Management control systems.

Several reasons, however, call into question whether networks will replace
bureaucracy as the implementation organization of choice. First, a large number
of programs are still provided in what are traditional bureaucracies. National
defense is consistently operated via bureaucracy even if individual combat units
are created to somewhat avoid the perceived problems of bureaucracy. Delivering
pensions, regulating business, enforcing criminal laws, and numerous other func-
tions remain the province of bureaucracies.
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Second, pundits may simply have misread the movement to networks. A systematic
study of US legislation by Hall and O’Toole (2000) examined the legislative output
from two sessions of Congress, one in the 1960s and the other in the 1990s. Rather than
an explosion in the number of mandated network relationships, they found that
program design was relatively constant in regard to creating networks. These findings
suggest that not only are networks not a new phenomenon in program design, but
that networks are not used to the exclusion of formal bureaucracies.

Third, bureaucracies and networks are not mutually exclusive categories. Many
networks are composed of, at least in part, individual bureaucracies (many public
sector but some private or nonprofit); a key network in US reproductive health
policy links local health departments, nonprofit service providers such as Planned
Parenthood, advocacy groups such as abstinence only organizations, physicians in
private practice, and the regional offices of the Public Health Service among others
(see McFarlane and Meier 2001). Similarly, all bureaucracies have within them
formal or informal networks that facilitate task accomplishment. These network
ties might remain in the organization or they might be to other organizations with
people who perform similar duties (e.g., a network of school superintendents or
local government managers).

Fourth, the distinction between networks and hierarchies in practice might be
significantly less than in theory. In their series of studies of mental health networks
Milward and Provan (2000) find that those networks that develop long term
relationships that mimic the stability of bureaucracy actually perform better than
those that remain more fluid. Similarly, O’Toole and Meier (2003) in their studies
of educational networks find that stability of personnel and management, both
traits more associated with bureaucracy than networks, were strongly and posi-
tively correlated with higher performance on a wide variety of organizational
outputs and outcomes. In short, networks may be more effective to the degree
they take on bureaucratic traits.

Rather than a challenge to the continued existence of bureaucracies, therefore,
networks are more likely to provide greater focus on a range of relationships both
formal and informal. Neither networks nor bureaucracies are likely to disappear as
policy instruments. They each provide useful functions in implementing public
policy so policy makers will continue to use them.

3.7 THE ARCHITECTURE OF COMPLEXITY

Recent work by Bryan Jones (2001) contains an argument that bureaucracy
is inherently unstable in the long run. Although radically different in method,
a similar argument is made by those advocating chaos theories of public
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management (Kiel 1994; Bergquist 1993). Jones is interested in dealing with several
issues raised by Herbert Simon (1997) concerning the construction of complex
systems. What complex systems do is break down complex tasks into simple ones,
deal with them as simple problems, and then aggregate these solutions back
together. Such a process, common to bureaucracy, assumes that aspects of prob-
lems can be treated in isolation from each other without endangering the overall
solution. One key aspect of the architecture of complexity is that complex systems
narrow the range of processes and outcomes. Jones’s (2001) concern is that the
distribution of outcomes tends to be leptokurtic, that is, have a very narrow
dispersion about the mean. The theoretical distribution, however, is not purely
leptokurtic but combines a very narrow range with potentially an increase in highly
extreme values that do not fit the normal processes. His analogy is from tectonics.
The earth has under its surface a set of large continental plates that gradually move
over time. The movement of these plates creates pressures that can lead to
earthquakes if the pressures are not relieved. What complex systems do in Jones’s
argument is try to contain pressures rather than release them. In tectonics, this
would prevent frequent and relatively minor quakes but result in more rare but
significantly more severe quakes in the future because the underlying pressure
between plates continues to build.

Jones then applies the tectonic analogy to human-designed systems arguing that
systems that resist environmental changes, that are sticky in translation of inputs to
outputs in his terms, will result in much less change in short periods of time, but
that pressures will build up on the system that may at some point overwhelm it.
Jones tests these ideas by looking at political and economic institutions from
elections to Congress, to stock markets. His work shows that such systems that
are more complex (or sticky) do generate patterns of outputs that resemble his
theoretical distributions. The more complex the system, the more likely that it will
narrow the range of outputs in the short run and the more likely that pressures will
build up that can result in major catastrophic change.

Jones’s work is directly relevant to the future of bureaucracy simply because
bureaucracies are the archetype of complex systems. The complexity and stickiness
that Jones describes in terms of political and other institutions reaches a much
higher level in the bureaucracy than it ever does in political systems. Weberian
bureaucracy is designed to be stable, to take varying inputs and generate outputs
that are relatively uniform. The implications of Jones’s work, therefore, is
that bureaucracies have an inherent Achilles” heel that will lead to their demise.5
Even if these characteristics do not lead to system failure, they suggest, as
does much of the organizational theory literature, that more flexible, fluid organ-
izations are more likely to flourish in turbulent environments (Thompson 1967;
Kiel 1994).

Although Bryan Jones’s innovative theory has not been tested on bureaucratic
organizations (the tests are in the form of kurtotic distributions which require
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thousands of cases to demonstrate a pattern), proponents of bureaucracy have
some theoretical arguments to suggest why results might differ from predicted.
Basically, the argument relies on the difference between physical systems and
human systems. Human systems, unlike physical systems, can learn and adapt.
Events that deviate too far from normal (e.g., the great depression, hyperinflation
in Latin American countries) trigger the study and redesign of complex systems.
Their design frequently contains an intelligence gathering and research function.
Rather than waiting for the next problem that cannot be solved, organizations can
look to their micro failures, the smaller failures on programs and processes (that is,
the build up of pressures) and learn from these errors. A significant portion of
public policy is designed in such a way. Welfare reform in the US relied on a series
of pilot projects, many of which failed or failed to meet policy makers’ goals and
were abandoned. The New Public Management reforms in the UK seem to be
following a similar process at the local level as the Best Value Indicator System is
being transformed by the Comparative Performance Assessment process.

While such a trial and error process might not be an every day occurrence in
public policy, organizations are managed systems. Management can adjust organ-
izational procedures, fill in the gaps where regularized procedures are lacking, grant
additional discretion to street-level workers who must make immediate decisions,
or generate slack capacity that can be devoted to learning and numerous other
activities. These actions should allow bureaucracies to continue to transform
uneven inputs into relatively stable outcomes.

Both the arguments of Jones and the counter arguments presented here are
strictly theoretical as applied to bureaucracies. Systematic tests of these arguments
have not been done, and such tests are likely to be difficult. The degree of challenge
that Jones’s theory holds for future bureaucracies is very much an empirical
question.

3.8 BAck To WEBER

Six challenges to bureaucracy have been discussed. We need to return to Weber’s
definition of bureaucracy to determine how well it has held up in light of these
challenges. Are there parts of the various challenges that make some characteristics
of bureaucracy less viable? If so, does the organization change so much that it can
no longer be considered “bureaucracy”? Weber, of course, was constructing an
ideal type, and we should expect bureaucracy to vary from the ideal type simply
because the demands of actually operating an organization are likely to generate
some unique problems that need to be solved.
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Fixed and official jurisdictional areas ordered by rules, laws, or regulations, the
first characteristic of bureaucracy, is so ingrained in modern governance that
realistic alternatives simply do not present themselves. One of the building blocks
of contemporary liberal governments is defining (and limiting) the sphere of
government and correspondingly the power of the state as exercised through its
organizations. If anything, this principle of bureaucracy has spread further with the
growth of democracies in Eastern Europe, Latin America, and elsewhere (and with
the Westminster approach to NPM). While Weber may have oversold the need for
bureaucracies to have regularized processes and procedures at the time he was
writing, since then it has become even more a part of bureaucracy and will likely
continue through this century.

The principal of hierarchy is perhaps the aspect of bureaucracy that has been
subjected to the most challenge either intellectually via postmodern challenges or
empirically by the creation of networks. The persistence of bureaucracy and
hierarchy in the light of the numerous critiques clearly demonstrates that hierarchy
must perform some vital function. As Jaques (1990: 127) concludes, “Thirty-five
years of research have convinced me that managerial hierarchy is the most efficient,
the hardiest, and in fact the most natural structure ever devised for large organ-
izations.” The reason is simple: accountability. Although it takes many forms, one
of the basic building blocks of modern governance is accountability (see Power
1997). Hierarchy is the default option in creating accountability systems—A is
accountable to B for performing task C. To the extent that policy makers seek to
create governance systems that can be held accountable, we are likely to see
hierarchy as a basic principal. That practical notion has not changed since the
time of Weber’s writings.5

Management of the office relying on written files, as noted in the introduction,
seems quaint if only because written files have largely been replaced by electronic
files. The functional uses of files in terms of organization memory, definition of
process and procedures, and planning work processes have not gone away. Per-
manent records generate efficiency and equity by making sure similar cases are
treated in similar manners. To the extent that equity and efficiency are valued,
bureaucracy is a predictable way to obtain them.

The occupation of offices based on expertise and training, if anything, has
increased dramatically. The days of politicians running for office contending that
anyone could fill a government job are long past. Even those US politicians who
relish running against the bureaucracy generally propose New Public Management
schemes that rely even more heavily on expertise and training. Government
functions continue to expand, the systems government operates continue to
increase in complexity, and the net result is the education and training levels of
bureaucracies continues to rise year after year. The skills gap between developed
and developing nations generates a bureaucratic capacity gap that severely
limits what governments without effective bureaucratic capacity can do. If
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anything, Weber underestimated the role of expertise and training in perpetuating
bureaucracies.

Full-time employment of compensated personnel who can expect employment
to be a career is one aspect of bureaucracy that has been eroded at the margins.
Governments in the past twenty years have moved many public bureaucrats to
private organizations via contracting. Careers in government are not looking
nearly as long or as secure as they once were; a US state government (Georgia),
in fact, has reintroduced the concept of employment at will thus removing pro-
tections against removal from office (see also the 1997 German reform of their civil
service, Suleiman 2003: 148). At the same time, one would still characterize
bureaucratic employment as a career rather than an a vocation. That career
might be spread out over several different organizations, but the skills needed
(knowledge, managerial ability, etc.) fit the pattern of a career.

Administration of the office following general rules that are stable and can be
learned also appears to be ingrained in both structure and management. Despite
the great calls for managers as change agents and visionary leaders, organization
members operate best in a stable system of expectations where they know the types
of problems they will have and the tools they have to address those problems
(O’Toole and Meier 2003). Consistency and stability have great value in organiza-
tions, even in organizations that seek radical change simply because whatever
changes are adopted will need to be implemented over a longer period of time.

3.9 CONCLUSION

Bureaucracy as an organizational form is nothing if not persistent. To the degree that
it does not meet the governance needs of societies, we would expect that bureaucracy
would be replaced with other organizational forms. In this chapter we noted a wide
variety of factors that will contribute to the continued need for bureaucracy. The
need to organize large scale tasks will not disappear; even under the most optimistic
view of the New Public Management, a fairly extensive bureaucracy will need to
manage the contracts that actually implement policy. In this scenario, however,
private bureaucracies (and they are bureaucracies in every sense of the term) will
grow and flourish. With globalization of the economy, smaller organizational forms
will need to adapt a broader scope and thus are also likely to grow.

The need to breakdown complex problems into more simple ones and solve
them a step at a time will continue. As of yet, no one has developed an alternative to
the architecture of complexity—that is, breaking down large complex tasks
into smaller ones that are amenable to solution. The conservative nature of the
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architecture of complexity means that risk-averse policy makers will continue to
opt for bureaucracy.

Consistent, stable administration will still be highly prized. If governments
continue to seek equity in processes, and continue to seek equity over time, then
bureaucracy remains the most effective way to do so. What for many in the
management reform movement is the weakness of bureaucracy is also its strength.
The dominance of one organizational form or another, as a result, is merely the
product of the types of problems that must be handled. As long as current per-
formance is adequate, stable and consistent administration should be highly valued.

Public policy will continue to demand expertise. While the ability to contract for
expertise is widely available in many western democracies, the knowledge of what to
contract for needs to reside in the permanent government. In addition, not all
expertise is technical, some of it is administrative, related to the problems of
implementation and how they can be circumvented. Bureaucracies are exceptionally
good at storing expertise since they are built around the principle of specialization.

Accountability concerns will also favor the continuation of bureaucracy. The
easiest solution to problems of accountability is hierarchy, establishing that A is to
be accountable to B for task C. Although long chains of accountability result in
some slippage between the top and the bottom, such hierarchical chains remain the
best way to fix accountability in a system. While some argue that bureaucracy
defuses responsibility and makes accountability harder (Bauman 1989), others
taking the same extreme cases (the German bureaucracy and the Holocaust)
come to different conclusions (Lozowick 2000). Governance systems are headed
by politicians, in many countries amateur politicians with little experience in
governing. To such novices, hierarchy is an accountability concept that is easy to
grasp. In practice this requires consistent applications of accountability to make
such hierarchical processes work.

In short, bureaucracy will continue to flourish in the twenty-first century for
many of the same reasons that it has flourished in the last century, it facilitates the
governance process in ways that other organizational forms do not. Challenges to
bureaucracy will always be challenges at the margin, moving tasks from a public
sector bureaucracy to a private sector one, for example. Underneath these cosmetic
responses to reforms, however, one will still see Weberian bureaucracies continue
to perform a myriad of tasks.

NoTEs

1. See du Gay (2000) for a similar Weberian analysis that takes a more normative
approach concerning what bureaucracy should be and examines bureaucratic ethics
rather than its survivability.
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2. Political systems can be fragmented horizontally with different political institutions
sharing political power (that is, independent branches of government) or they can be
fragmented vertically in a federal system that permits autonomous or semiautonomous
local governments.

3. This discussion will be limited to the more moderate of the postmodern scholars since
they are more likely to posit reforms of bureaucracy than more radical elements who
would reject the imposition of values on others.

4. Not all of those who study gender and organizations are postmodern (e.g., Guy 1992).
Feminist theory and the work cited here on feminist critiques of bureaucracy clearly fall
within the postmodern camp.

5. This is our implication of the work of Jones not his, however, in conversations with
Bryan Jones he has generally agreed that these are the implications of his work.

6. Some propose that consumer accountability or client accountability will replace down-
ward political accountability. The shortcoming of these proposals is that they fail to
consider the idea that the general public (as opposed to the agency’s clientele) might
have some interests in governance and fail to consider the unrepresentative nature of
most clientele (Peters and Pierre 1998).
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CHAPTER 4

PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE
MANAGEMENT

COMPARED

HAL G. RAINEY
YOUNG HAN CHUN

As the topic of public management has developed over the last several decades,
many people have taken an interest in whether and how public management differs
from management in other settings, such as business firms.! All nations face
decisions about how to design their public and private sectors, including how to
design their roles—which sector is to do what? The similarities and differences
between organizations and management in the sectors have important implica-
tions for such decisions. A worldwide trend of privatizing governmental activities
and government-owned enterprises, for example, has proceeded on the premise
that organizations and activities managed under the auspices of the public sector
show important differences from those managed privately. Usually, the premise
holds that the publicly managed organizations operate less effectively and
efficiently, and that privatizing them will remedy their malaise. The privatization
movement has involved decisions about trillions of dollars worth of assets around
the world, and the question of whether public and private management differ has
played an important role in this trend, which has clearly been among the most
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significant developments in organizational management around the world in
recent decades.

Reform movements, such as the New Public Management movement that has
swept through many nations, often propose alternatives that involve applying to
governmental management theories and techniques drawn from business manage-
ment (Ferlie, Pettigrew, Ashburner, and Fitzgerald 1996; Pollitt and Bouckaert
2000). Transporting a technique across sectors raises much-discussed questions
about whether one can apply a business technique in a public organization, and
whether one must make certain adaptations or adjustments if one does. In add-
ition, comparisons of public versus private management have important implica-
tions for administrative theory and analysis in general. Well-designed comparisons
can contribute to analysis of a variety of topics in management.

In spite of these claims about the importance of the public—private distinction,
the clearly prevailing consensus among scholars and experts on management holds
that the distinction is not worth much. Many scholars have argued that the “sectors”
involve such vastly diverse sets of management settings that distinctions such as
public, private, and non-profit confuse and mislead us. In addition, over the years,
major organization theorists have proclaimed that public and private management
show more similarities than differences (Simon 1995, 1998). These proclamations
reflect a “generic” orientation among many management and organization theor-
ists, who take the position that managers face common challenges in most or all
settings, such as leading, motivating, and decision making. Therefore we need to
build a general, broadly applicable body of theory, and not one specific to such
categories as public, private, or non-profit. Widely used texts on organizations and
management commonly make a point of including examples and cases drawn from
the business, government, and non-profit sectors (e.g., Daft 2004).

4.1 THE BLURRING OF THE SECTORS

In addition, for years many people have emphasized the blurred, indistinct boundar-
ies between the private, public, and non-profit “sectors” of national economies.2 Since
human societies formed, there have always been complex relations and interplay
between purportedly private economic activity and governmental entities.

This mixing of the sectors for many years has taken various forms and patterns
(Dahl and Lindblom 1953). Hybrid forms of organization, such as state-owned
enterprises, government corporations, and heavily regulated business firms, mix
government auspices and control, with features usually conceived as private eco-
nomic activity, such as sale of goods or services for a price.?
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Another pattern of blurring involves contracting-out by governments and other
forms of relationship in which government buys from private organizations, or
carries out programs and policies by and through them. On their part, nongovern-
mental organizations often work hard to influence governmental actions and
decisions through political means such as lobbying in legislative bodies. Further
blurring the sectors, very similar types of organizations, professionals, and work
activities occur in all of them. The long list of such organizational forms includes
public, private, or hybridized schools, hospitals, universities, transportation or-
ganizations, electric and other utilities. Engineers, medical doctors, scientists,
accountants, attorneys, security personnel, and numerous other professionals
and specialists work in all the sectors. Countless authors have been emphasizing
for years that the blurring and sharing of responsibility have been increasing as
reform movements in various nations press for more contracting-out and com-
petitive tendering by governments, as well as other forms of government activity by
and through nongovernmental organizations.

These complications with the definition of the public, private, and nonprofit
sectors and the distinctions among them raise devilish conceptual and methodo-
logical problems for those who would seek to clarify and confirm distinctions. The
complications also provide justification for those management theorists who
express explicit or implicit contempt for such distinctions. Organization theorists
have in the past justified efforts to develop empirically based typologies and
taxonomies by pointing to the oversimplifications and stereotypes involved in
popular discourse about the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. In these re-
search initiatives, organization theorists have never developed a well-confirmed,
widely accepted typology or taxonomy of organizations. These studies did, how-
ever, establish the fairly obvious point that a public—private distinction will not
serve adequately as a general typology of organizations although it may figure in
one.* In addition, the studies typically found that government organizations did
not necessarily cluster together in categories distinct from those in which business
organizations clustered (Pugh, Hickson, and Hinings 1969). These studies sup-
ported the conclusion that a public—private or government-business distinction
does not predict organizational characteristics very well. This evidence put such
distinctions into bad repute among organization theorists, who relegate them to
the category of “folk” or “commonsense” typologies that can “obscure more than
they illuminate” (Hall 2002: 37).

At the same time, however, many political scientists and economists have taken a
diametrically opposing position on the public—private distinction. Numerous
economists, political scientists, and public administrationists have commonly
referred to the distinctive characteristics of government organizations and codified
them into theories about the public bureaucracy. Some economists, for example,
point out that most government agencies do not sell their outputs on economic
markets and assert that this characteristic, among others, causes them to be very
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different from business firms on many important dimensions (e.g., Barton 1980;
Dahl and Lindblom 1953; Downs 1967; Niskanen 1972).

This interesting divergence among major groups of scholars appears to have
various sources. Many economists attribute great significance to economic markets
in their theories, and this appears to predispose some of them toward the conclu-
sion that the presence or absence of economic markets for the outputs of an
organization has a strong influence on the management of that organization.
Political scientists interested in public bureaucracy concentrate on analysis of its
political context and end up attributing much significance to political influences.
Public adminstrationists, focused on such topics as civil services systems and
accountability systems for governmental administrators, often come to see these
systems as quite distinctive. Organizational sociologists and psychologists, on the
other hand, studying processes and people in many different types of organiza-
tions, tend to seek and observe commonalities across those settings. The research
evidence reviewed below shows points of consensus, but also conflicting findings
on some topics. Ultimately, we conclude below that these conflicting findings show
the importance of avoiding the over-generalizations to which strong disciplinary
orientations can sometimes lead. This interesting divergence among major groups
of scholars throws us back into the hunt for ways of clarifying the matter.

4.2 WAYS OF DEFINING PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE MANAGEMENT

The ambivalence and disagreements arise because people, including scholars, often
refer to the public and private categories of organizations in vague and ill-defined
ways, and because the two categories include huge, very diverse populations of
organizations and members that overlap or resemble each other across the “sec-
tors” in the ways described above. Some scholars have, however, taken useful steps
to clarify the distinction.

Half a century ago, Dahl and Lindblom (1953) acknowledged the blurring and
overlap among the public and private sectors, but argued that one can differentiate
with reasonable clarity between agencies and enterprises. The former are govern-
ment organizations and the latter are business firms, which one can locate as the
end points on a continuum of government ownership and operation, with gov-
ernment agencies at one extreme and enterprises under private ownership at
the other. In between these two extremes, and representing differing mixtures
of governmental and nongovernmental control, lie the various hybrid forms



76 HAL G. RAINEY AND YOUNG HAN CHUN

described earlier, such as state-owned enterprises, government authorities or
corporations, and heavily regulated private firms.

Dahl and Lindblom (1953) emphasized the distinctions between economic
markets and governmental authority (which they called “polyarchy”) as alterna-
tives for organizing the economic and social activities of a nation. Markets allow
producers and buyers more choice about their transactions and relations, while
polyarchies tend to rely on more centralized rules or authoritative directions. Each
alternative has strengths and weaknesses (Lindblom 1977). While allowing more
freedom of choice, markets can fail to produce public goods and can fail to control
externalities.5 Polyarchies can respond to such market failures, but can create
problems due to excessive central control and the inflexibility of centrally devel-
oped authoritative directives in relation to local preferences and needs. The
organizations under the control of these two broad institutional alternatives,
Dahl and Lindblom argued, show tendencies related to their institutional location.
More than the enterprises do, they said, the agencies show greater tendencies
toward “red tape, rules, and caution.” The agencies lack the direct link between
sales of their outputs and the revenues they receive that the enterprises have, since
the agencies get their money from government funding processes, so people in the
agencies have less incentive toward cost-cutting and efficient operations. Thus,
Dahl and Lindblom argued that the broad institutional alternatives of markets and
political hierarchies determine major characteristics of the organizations most
subject to those alternatives, and in turn they asserted about government agencies
the view—fairly standard among many economists and in public stereotypes—that
the agencies operate less efficiently and with more rules and red tape than business
enterprises. Most importantly, however, their analysis showed that one can make a
reasonably clear distinction between a core category of public agencies and a core
category of private firms.

Wamsley and Zald (1973) took another step in clarifying the distinction by
classifying organizations according to whether they are owned and operated
under public or private auspices, and whether they receive their financial resources
from public or private sources. A typical agency of a general purpose government
does not sell a significant proportion of its outputs on economic markets. Many
business firms make most of their money through sales, and they usually operate
with more independence from governmental authorities than do government
agencies. As described earlier, however, hybrid organizations with mixtures
of public and private funding and control complicate the effort to clearly separate
public and private organizations. When Wamsley and Zald classified organizations
according to ownership and funding, however, it helped to clarify the distinction.
Their approach designates four categories:

 Publicly owned organizations with public funding (they get their operating
funds from government budget allocations), such as Departments of Defense,
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Departments of State, Governmental Retirement Pension agencies, and police
departments.

o Publicly owned organizations with high levels of funding from private sources
such as sales or donations, such as state-owned enterprises in many nations.

o Privately owned organizations that get very large proportions of their financial
resources from contracts with government or sales to government, or from
government subsidies.

o Privately owned organizations that get most or all of their financial resources
from private sources such as sales or donations. Business firms in many nations
can be placed in this category.

This classification scheme, like others that scholars have attempted, involves over-
simplifications. Nevertheless, it further establishes the point that the blurring of the
sectors does not preclude us from making a reasonably clear distinction between
public and private organizations, which can serve as basis for research to prove or
disprove hypotheses about differences between them.

Bozeman (1988) took the analysis still further by trying to array organizations along
two continua of “publicness,” economic authority and political authority, rather than
breaking these two continua into two broad categories as Wamsley and Zald did.s He
makes the point that in reality management has varying degrees of authority over
the financial resources and activities of their organizations, with business firms
typically having more than government agencies. Business firms with higher levels
of government funding from government contracts, however, will tend to have
less independent authority over the way those funds are used. Government agen-
cies tend to have more political authority than business firms, in that they receive
mandates carrying such authority from legislative bodies or other government
officials, but all types of organizations have varying degrees of such authority.”

Everyone should be aware of the complications involved in trying to define and
distinguish between public and private management, because such complications
reflect the realities of the political economies of contemporary nations around the
world. Dahl and Lindblom, Wamsley and Zald, and Bozeman, however, show that
we can make reasonably clear distinctions.

4.3 CHALLENGES IN COMPARING PUBLIC
WITH PRIVATE MANAGEMENT

Defining a distinction between public and private management does not prove that
important differences between them actually exist. We need to consider those
supposed differences and the evidence for or against them. First, however, some
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intriguing challenges in research on public—private comparisons need consider-
ation. Many factors, such as size, task or function, and industry characteristics, can
influence an organization and its management more than its publicness or pri-
vateness. Research needs to show that these alternative factors do not confuse
analysis of differences between public organizations and other types. Ideally,
studies would have large, well-designed samples of organizations and their em-
ployees, representing many functions and controlling for many variables. Such
studies require a lot of resources and, with the exception of one recent example,
have been virtually nonexistent.?

Some theorize on the basis of assumptions, past literature and research,
and their own experiences (Dahl and Lindblom 1953; Downs 1967; Wilson 1989).
Other researchers conduct research projects measuring or observing public
bureaucracies and draw conclusions about their differences from private organiza-
tions. Some concentrate on one agency (Warwick 1975), some on many agencies
(Meyer 1979). Although valuable, these studies examine no private organizations
directly.

Many executives and managers who have served in both public agencies and
private business firms have offered observations about the sharp differences be-
tween the two settings (e.g., Blumenthal 1983; Rumsfeld 1983). Other researchers
compare sets of public and private organizations or managers. Some compare the
managers in small sets of government and business organizations (Buchanan 1974,
1975; Kurland and Egan 1999; Rainey 1979, 1983; Porter and Lawler 1968). Questions
remain about how well the small samples represent the full populations. More
recent studies with larger and more diverse samples of organizations still leave
questions about representing the full populations, but they add more convincing
evidence of distinctive aspects of public management (Hickson et al. 1986;
Kalleberg et al. 1996; Pandey and Kingsley 2000).

To analyze public versus private delivery of a particular service, many researchers
compare public and private organizations within functional categories. They
compare public and private hospitals (Dugan 2000; Sloan et al. 2001), utilities
(Atkinson and Halversen 1986), schools (Ballou and Podgursky, 1998), airlines
(Backkx, Carney, and Gedajlovic 2002), nursing homes (Chou 2002; Luksetich,
Edwards and Carroll 2000), job-training centers (Heinrich 2000), bus companies
(Pendleton 1999), mental health care facilities (Forder 2000), business schools
(Casile and Davis-Blake 2002), and art organizations (Palmer 1998). Somewhat
similarly, other studies compare a function, such as management of computers or
information technology innovativeness, in government and business organizations
(Bretschneider 1990; Corder 2001; Elliot and Tevavichulada, 1999; Moon and
Bretschneider 2002). Still others compare state-owned enterprises to private
firms (Bordia and Blau 1998; Hickson et al. 1986; Mascarenhas 1989; MacAvoy
and Mclssac 1989; Rosenblatt and Manheim 1996). They find differences and show
that the public—private distinction appears meaningful even when the same general
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types of organization operate under both auspices. Studies of one functional type,
however, may not apply to other functional types.

A few studies compare public and private samples from census data, large-scale
social surveys, or national studies (Houston 2000; Kalleberg et al. 1996; Light 2002;
Smith and Nock 1980; US Office of Personnel Management 2000). These have great
value, but often such aggregated findings prove difficult to relate to the character-
istics of specific organizations and the people in them.

The review of different research approaches in the preceding paragraphs reflects
an empiricist approach to the comparison of public and private management, as if
we can best resolve such comparisons by looking at empirical social scientific
studies. This approach actually has some sharp limitations. There is, for example,
much literature in public administration that provides analytical discourse
(i.e., essays) and normative discourse on such topics as administrative ethics,
administrative accountability, and many others. These authors often imply or
explicitly argue the distinctive character of public administration, contending for
example that public administration involves issues in ethics and accountability
very distinct from those in business. They do not subject these arguments to tests
using empirical social scientific methods, but such reasoned discourse should be
considered part of the body of evidence. It is not covered here due to space
constraints.

In addition, there are many points on which public and private management
differ in such abundantly obvious ways that to deny the distinctions becomes
absurd. In the United States, for example, the compensation levels for executives
in nearly all major private firms so thoroughly dwarf those of most public sector
executives that the difference is essentially undeniable. Although this difference is
greater in the US it exists in many other nations as well. The review below
concentrates on the empirical, comparative social scientific research that has
been reported, and does not include some of these self-evident distinctions.

4.4 DisTINCTIVE CHARACTERISTICS
OF PuBLiCc MANAGEMENT: COMMON
ASSERTIONS AND RESEARCH FINDINGS

In spite of the challenges in designing conclusive research, the stream of assertions
and research findings continues. Various reviews have compiled the most frequent
arguments and evidence about the distinction between public and private man-
agement (Boyne 2002; Perry and Rainey 1988; Rainey 2003; Rainey and Bozeman
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2000). The discourse includes a mixture of the types of studies and statements
described above. The Appendix summarizes many of the main points in this
admixture, combining in the same summary the theoretical positions, the frequent
assertions, and the points for which research evidence exists, noting points of
consensus and conflict. Many of the sources of the assertions and evidence are cited
in the reviews mentioned above. The discussion to follow will cite examples from
the many citations in those earlier sources, but concentrate on citing more recent
research contributions.

4.4.1 Differences in Operating Environments

Many of the claims about the differences between public and private management
refer to distinctions between the operating environments in the two settings. Many
parties to the discussion emphasize that, unlike private management, public man-
agement typically involves organizations that do not sell their outputs in economic
markets.® Researchers do not try to prove or disprove this observation because it is
self-evident. One needs merely to look at the source of revenues in the financial
reports of organizations to confirm this distinction. Researchers studying the goals
of business firms have found that executives name “profitability” as the most
important goal more frequently than any other goal (Daft 2004: 67), and while
no executives from government-owned and government-funded organizations
participated in this research, clearly they could not mention profitability as
a goal.10

The more contentious issues concern the implications of this difference. Some
scholars theorize (and many citizens believe) that this distinction weakens or
removes the information and incentives provided by economic markets and in
turn weakens incentives for cost reduction, operating efficiency, and effective
performance (e.g., Dahl and Lindblom 1953; Niskanen 1971; Downs 1967). This
position serves as a guiding principle in nations with more capitalistic and free-
market economies, and for the privatization and managerialism movements that
have swept the world. On the other hand, critics of business firms point to frequent
instances of waste and ineffectiveness in those organizations. Also, as described
later, many authors record public management successes and efficiencies. Surpris-
ingly little large-sample research directly compares public and private managers on
matters concerning the incentives and indicators they face, but numerous forms of
indirect or implicit evidence indicate that public managers do often have weaker
incentives and information for achieving operational efficiency and certain types of
effective performance, as discussed in the sections to follow. As indicated in the
Appendix, scholars also assert that their operating environments provide less
inducement for public sector managers (compared with their private-sector



PUBLIC AND PRIVATE MANAGEMENT COMPARED 81

colleagues), to achieve economic efficiencies through responding to consumer
preferences and apportioning supply to demand.!!

Theorists emphasizing the importance of the presence or absence of economic
markets (e.g., Lindblom 1977) argue that in the absence of markets as sources of
incentives and controls on public management, other governmental institutions
(courts, legislatures, the executive branch, higher levels of government) must use
legal and formal constraints to impose external governmental control. This in turn
leads to more external controls on the managerial structures and procedures,
spheres of operations, and strategic objectives in public management as compared
to those in private management, even in heavily regulated firms. Public manage-
ment depends on politically constituted authorities for authorization of activities
and for funding of them, and hence faces a very different operating environment.
In addition, many observers emphasize the division of external authority among
multiple institutions (as noted above, legislatures, courts, and the chief executive)
in democratic republics and other types of government as well, and point to the
significance of this division for the goals and operations of public management, as
discussed below.

The governmental institutions on which public management depends for au-
thorization and funding respond to political influences. Even in autocratic regimes
popular support for a government activity can bolster it and popular opposition
can undercut it. Public management often involves cultivation of political support
and avoiding opposition not just from the formal authorities but from constitu-
encies such as influential interest groups, and from the media, public opinion, and
other less formally authorized political influences.

4.4.2 Distinctive Transactions with the Operating
Environment

Scholars and experts have often linked these differences in operating context to
distinct forms of transaction with the external environment. Government, they
observe, produces goods and services that private markets will not adequately
provide, such as public goods and the management of externalities, and these
goods cannot be sold on markets at a unit price. Others emphasize that govern-
ment activity is often more monopolistic, coercive, and unavoidable than private-
sector activities, with a greater breadth of impact, and this necessitates more
oversight and controls on public management by other government authorities.
Observers also frequently claim that government organizations operate under
greater public scrutiny and with unique public expectations for fairness, openness,
accountability, and honesty.
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4.4.3 Distinctive Public Management Goals, Roles, Structures
and Processes

Most of the observations about the distinctive environment and environmental
transactions for public management link them to further distinctions in goals,
managerial roles, structures and processes.

Goals and Performance Criteria. Certainly the most frequently repeated obser-
vation about public management contends that such conditions as the absence of
the market, the production of goods and services not readily valued at a market
price, and value-laden expectations for accountability, fairness, openness, and
honesty as well as performance complicate the goals and evaluation criteria of
public organizations. Goals and performance criteria are purportedly more diverse,
conflict more often (and entail more difficult trade-offs), and are more intangible
and harder to measure than is the case for private firms (see Appendix, IIL1).
Virtually everyone writing about public management makes these observations in
some form. Numerous examples illustrate them, including vague and conflicting
mandates for many government agencies, conflicting interest group pressures, and
the scarcity of clear performance indicators. Executives commenting on their
experiences in government compared to their experiences in industry frequently
make such observations (Blumenthal 1983; Rumsfeld 1983). On the other hand,
executives in industry also face intense goal conflicts and problems with clarity of
goals, while the goals of some public management activities—collect taxes, send
out benefit checks, issue licenses—do not seem vastly more complex than goals
that many business firms pursue. Surprisingly little large-sample research provides
evidence for these claims about distinctively vague, multiple, and conflicting goals
in public management. Two surveys that asked managers questions about whether
their organizations had clear goals found no differences between public and private
managers in their answers to such questions (see Rainey 2003: 134). Many public
managers must definitely be prepared to deal with vague, multiple, and conflicting
goals, but just how distinctive public management is on such dimensions remains
an open question in need of further analysis and evidence.

General Managerial Roles. In spite of a broad consensus that public and private
management involve many similar functions and activities, numerous studies have
found distinctive aspects of the managerial roles in the public sector. Very diverse
in methodology, the evidence tends to support the conclusions summarized in I1I.2
of the Appendix (e.g., Atwater and Wright 1996; Bogg and Cooper 1995; Dargie
1998, 2000; Hooijberg and Choi 2001; Kurke and Aldrich 1983; Lau, Pavett, and
Newman 1980; Mintzberg 1972; Palmer 1998; Porter and Van Maanen 1983). Obvi-
ously there will be wide variations among the roles of managers in public, private,
and nonprofit settings. A manager’s involvement in external relations, for example,
will depend heavily on organizational level and assignment, with high-level
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executives more likely then middle managers to interact with leaders from external
institutions. In government, many managers will work in isolation from media
coverage, direct pressures from interest groups and legislators, and other forms of
“political” involvement. The evidence does indicate, however, that many managers
in government, such as higher-level politically elected executives and politically
appointed agency executives, will play roles that reflect the public and political
nature of their setting, involving the sorts of activities indicated in IIL.2 of the
Appendix.

Administrative Authority. Closely related to the assertions and evidence about
managerial roles are the observations regarding administrative authority summar-
ized in IIL3 of the Appendix. Various experienced observers in several case studies
have concluded that the external institutional oversight and control, the constrain-
ing administrative systems (such as complex civil service procedures), and the
political dynamics of the operating environment, leave public managers with less
authority over their organizations than their private sector counterparts (e.g., Lynn
1981, 1987; Warwick 1975). The constraints also make it hard to produce results,
according to some observers. In his case study of a set of federal bureau chiefs,
Kaufman (1979: 35) concluded that they “make their mark in inches, not in miles,”
and achieve modest results at best. Subordinates and subunits may have external
political alliances and civil service system protections that give them relative
autonomy from higher levels. Striving for control because of the political pressures
on them but lacking clear performance measures, high-level public managers,
according to some observers, become reluctant to delegate authority and inclined
to establish even further hierarchical controls and reviews of lower level decisions.
Another constraint can arise from frequent turnover of top executives in many
political systems, due to elections and appointments of new political appointees in
the administrative hierarchy. The frequent turnover allegedly disrupts innovation
and change (e.g., Warwick 1975).

In addition to the references cited in the preceding section, numerous studies
comparing public and private managers and various forms of evidence—including
additional studies cited in sections below—indicate the constrained, shared au-
thority of many public managers, and the need for them to prepare for such roles
(e.g., Bogg and Cooper 1995; Atwater and Wright 1996). On the other hand, as
described later, in the last two decades a genre of literature has developed that
includes numerous books and articles reporting evidence that public managers
often thrive in their roles and lead innovative, well-performing organizations
and subordinates. In addition, at least one comparison of a large sample of
government managers to a large sample of business managers found that the gov-
ernment managers expressed less preference for new and additional rules, a finding
that does not support the conclusion that public managers have a stronger pro-
pensity than private managers to initiate new rules and hierarchical controls
(Bozeman and Rainey 1998).
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Organizational structure. For nearly two centuries at least, satirists have ridiculed
governmental bureaucracy, and have contributed to the widespread belief that
government agencies tend toward particularly complex and constraining structural
arrangements and a propensity towards “red tape.” Some economists and political
scientists have essentially codified this view into their theories of public bureau-
cracy (Dahl and Lindblom 1953; Downs 1967; Niskanen 1971; Warwick 1975).
Numerous studies, however, have produced mixed findings as to whether public
managers work with structures very different from those of private firms. A diverse
array of studies have found various structural differences, but not necessarily
differences indicating more “bureaucracy” in public organizations (see Rainey,
2003: 202-9). A number of surveys have found that public managers report higher
levels of “red tape” and procedural delays than do managers in private firms (see
Bozeman 2000). A number of studies also find that public managers report higher
levels of formalization, centralization, or similar dimensions in their organizations
than do private managers, although the public—private differences are usually not
very large (e.g., Kalleberg, Knoke, Marsden, and Spaeth 1996: 840; Light 2002;
Rainey, Pandey, and Bozeman 1995) and some studies find no difference (Kurland
and Egan 1999).

As described below, various surveys find that the largest differences between
public and private managers show up when they respond to questions about
procedural delays and structural constraints in certain areas, such as personnel
management and purchasing/procurement. In most governments, central agencies
tend to establish personnel and purchasing rules and policies and to oversee these
activities in the other agencies. The pattern of findings supports the interpretation
that government organizations tend towards more formalization, rule intensity,
and “red tape” than do private firms, but not nearly to as great a degree as many
theorists have predicted. In activities where external agencies—such as those
concerned with personnel and purchasing—establish and oversee rules and pol-
icies for the agencies in a government, however, public managers appear to face
significantly higher levels of structural formalization and centralization.

Strategic Decision-Making Processes. The differences in organizational environ-
ments and in managerial roles discussed above imply or explicitly relate to obser-
vations about differences in decision processes in public and private management
of the sort summarized in IIL5 of the Appendix. While some studies report mixed
support for such conclusions (Nutt 2000), a number of studies support them
(Hickson, Butler, Cray, Mallory, and Wilson 1986; Nutt 1999; Richardson 1998;
Schwenk 1990; Tan 2002).

Incentives and Incentive Structures. In the many surveys of public and private
managers, the sharpest differences between the two groups come in their responses
to questions about constraints in incentive structures—about whether it is difficult
or relatively easy under the rules governing their organizations to base a person’s
pay, promotion, or disciplinary actions on their performance. A number of surveys
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at different points in time, different levels of government, and in different nations
find that public managers report much more constraint and difficulty in tying pay,
promotion, and discipline (including firing a person) to performance than do
private managers (e.g., Atwater and Wright 1996; Kurland and Egan 1999; Porter
and Lawler 1968; and additional references in Rainey and Bozeman 2000 or Rainey
2003). Many of these same studies find that public managers and employees,
as compared to their private-sector counterparts, report a weaker relationship
between their performance and pay, promotion opportunities, and job security.
Efforts in many different nations in the last two decades to install “pay for
performance” procedures for government employees and to introduce other
“flexibilities” into their civil service systems reflect policy makers’ responses to
such views, often voiced in public managers’ complaints about the systems in
which they work.

Work-related values and attitudes. For years, an abundance of research has found
that samples of public managers and employees differ from their private counter-
parts in their work-related values and attitudes in the ways summarized in IIL.7 of
the Appendix. The research includes studies that differ widely in method, samples,
and the values and attitudes assessed, and includes studies that find no differences
on one or more of the values and attitudes mentioned in III.7, such as the value
placed on pay (Crewson 1997). While critics frequently allege that civil service
protections and the personnel constraints mentioned above attract employees
seeking job security to the public sector, the results of public—private comparisons
of attitudes about job security tend to be mixed (e.g., Karl and Sutton 1998). Overall,
however, numerous studies tend to find that many public-sector managers and
employees express a lower valuation of financial incentives as an ultimate goal in
work, higher levels of altruistic and public service motives, higher valuation of
opportunities for meaningful work and work that affects important public out-
comes. Higher level managers express higher levels of these motives and values than
rank-and-file employees in the public sector (e.g., Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown
1998; Houston 2000; see Rainey 2003: 237—243). In addition, a growing body of
research on public service motivation over the last decade suggests special patterns
of motivation in public and nonprofit organizations that can produce levels of
motivation and effort comparable to those among private sector employees, or
higher (e.g., Francois 2000; Houston 2000; Perry 1996, 2000; Simon 1995, 1998).

Since the 1960s, numerous surveys have also compared the work-related atti-
tudes of public and private sector respondents, on topics such as work satisfaction,
and have consistently found that public sector managers and employees tend to
respond to general or global questions (e.g., “In general, I like my job.”) in ways
that express equal, sometimes slightly greater, or sometimes slightly lower general
satisfaction than private sector respondents. Studies in various nations, however,
have found that the public sector respondents expressed somewhat lower levels of
satisfaction with specific facets of their work, such as managers’ dissatisfaction with
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their autonomy or sense of their impact on their organization, and employees’
dissatisfaction with their supervisors (e.g., Bogg and Cooper 1995; Bordia and Blau
1998; Buchanan 1974, 1975; Kurland and Egan 1999; Paine, Carroll, and Leete 1966;
Porter 1962). The public sector respondents tend to be the ones expressing lower
satisfaction with some aspect of their work, and for some of these differences
managers’ responses tend to be consistent with differences discussed in preceding
sections (e.g., the external oversight and interventions appear to explain the public
sector managers’ lower level of satisfaction with their autonomy in some studies).
These results tend to support the conclusion that public sector managers and
employees express levels of general work satisfaction as high or sometimes some-
what higher than private sector counterparts, but that some specific frustrations or
demands of work in the public sector frequently show up in work satisfaction
comparisons.

4.4.4 Comparative Performance of Public and Private
Management

The comparative performance of public and private management, organizations,
and employees figures as the most significant and controversial issue of all. Many
people feel strongly that they know what to conclude about it, even though it turns
out to be a very difficult issue to resolve. One encounters very strongly held but
diametrically opposing conclusions. For years, public opinion surveys in various
nations have found that the majority of respondents express the opinion that
government operates less efficiently and effectively than business (e.g., Katz,
Gutek, Kahn, and Barton 1975; Lipset and Schneider 1987; Peters 1984: 44-6).
Among scholars and professionals one finds groups and schools virtually founded
on this same premise about superiority of business performance and by implica-
tion the premise that business management outperforms public management. The
“public choice” school in economics, and economists such as Milton Friedman
represent such a view (e.g., Downs 1967; Niskanen 1971; Tullock, Seldon, and Brady
2002), as do numerous treatises on the public bureaucracy by political scientists
(e.g., Barton 1980; Warwick 1975). This general view of public management as
inferior to business management and in need of improvement has fueled reform
movements in nations around the world that continue to this day, such as the New
Public Management reforms in various nations. On the other hand, as described
below, a stream of books and articles in the last two decades have claimed that
public management performs very well, and often just as well or even better than
private business in many instances.

As indicated in the Appendix, some of this debate turns on questions about
whether public managers and employees have lower levels of incentive and
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motivation, less innovativeness and more cautiousness, and hence lower levels of
individual performance, than people in business. As described earlier, a number of
surveys have found that public managers and employees report that they perceive
weaker linkages between their performance and incentives such as pay, promotion,
and job security (including the prospect of being fired), compared with their
private sector counterparts. The public sector respondents also report other con-
straints on incentives, such as elaborate rules protecting public employees from
discipline and discharge.

Whether these and other conditions, such as intense political oversight, make
public managers and employees cautious and risk averse, has received a lot of
attention from researchers, with mixed results. Surveys in several nations (such as
the US, the UK, Sweden, and Israel) have found that public managers and em-
ployees, compared to private sector respondents, express similar levels of receptiv-
ity to innovation, reform, and change (Elliot and Tevavichulada 1999; Rainey 1983;
Rosenblatt and Mannheim 1996; Wise 1999), and perceive similar levels of risk-
taking in their organizations (e.g., Bozeman and Kingsley 1998). Golembiewski
(1985) and Robertson and Seneviratne (1995) report evidence of similar success
rates for organizational development and planned change initiatives in samples of
public and private organizations. In addition, for years authors have described
numerous examples of innovations and “revitalization” in government agencies
and programs (e.g., Altshuler and Behn 1997; Donahue 1997). On the other hand,
some recent studies have found that public managers express less enthusiasm and
optimism about organizational change and reform initiatives than do their private
sector counterparts (e.g., Boyne, Jenkins, and Poole 1999; Doyle, Claydon, and
Buchanan 2000; Lozeau, Langley, and Denis 2002; Denis, Langley, and Cazale
1996). A key distinction in the various studies about dispositions toward change
and innovation appears to be whether the public sector respondents are asked for
their views about changes generated within their organizations, as opposed to
changes initiated or imposed externally, such as a general reform initiative man-
dated by a legislative body for all agencies in a government. Public management
appears for obvious reasons to be more frequently subject to such externally
imposed or mandated changes, and public sector respondents tend to express
less enthusiasm and support for these types of change than for changes originating
within their organizations.

Many of the assertions about the distinctive aspects of public management imply
or aggressively claim that individuals in the public sector will display lower
motivation and performance than people in business. One encounters difficulties
in trying to resolve these claims, because organizational psychologists have never
developed a well-validated questionnaire measure of motivation and one faces
obvious problems in seeking to compare the individual performances of people
working in different jobs in the public and private sectors. In numerous
surveys over the years, people in public management have reported high levels of
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motivation and effort, levels comparable to respondents from business organiza-
tions (among many examples, see US Office of Personnel Management 2003;
Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 1964: 607; Rainey 1983). For example, the
US Office of Personnel Management (2003) survey of US federal employees found
that 91 percent of them believe the work they do is important, and 81 percent
believe that they do work of high quality, a percentage that approximates the 83
percent of respondents in a survey of private sector managers and employees who
believe that they do work of high quality. On the other hand, when government
employees respond to questions that focus less directly on their own motivation
and effort, they often express more negative views about such matters. For ex-
ample, fewer than half of the respondents to the USOPM survey agreed that awards
in their agency depend on how well employees do their jobs. Only 27 percent
agreed that steps are taken to deal with poor performers and only 36 percent agreed
that their leaders generate high levels of motivation and commitment. Langbein
and Lewis (1998) compared survey responses by engineers in the public, private,
non-profit, and private defense-related firms and found evidence of lower prod-
uctivity among the public and private defense-related engineers than among those
in non-defense-related private firms; they also found that the public and non-
profit sector engineers were significantly underpaid compared to their private
sector counterparts. In these survey results and many others, people in public
management settings report that they display high levels of motivation and effort,
but they also often express concerns that appear to reflect the public sector context,
such as concerns that the civil service personnel system may protect poor perform-
ers more than it should, and that rewards such as pay are not based on individual
performance as much as they should be (also see Light 2002).

Whether or not people in the public sector have levels of motivation and
individual performance comparable to those in business, there remains the ques-
tion of whether private sector organizations simply outperform government or-
ganizations on such criteria as operating efficiency and the general quality of their
products and services. This, too, is a difficult question to resolve. Some Nobel
Laureates in economics, such as Milton Friedman and James Buchanan, take the
position that free markets and freedom of choice produce generally superior
outcomes to those produced by government, and by implication that public
management and government organizations will not function as well as private
firms and their management. On the other hand, the late Nobel Laureate Herbert
Simon (1998: 11) flatly asserted that it is false to claim that “public and non-profit
organizations cannot, and on average do not, operate as efficiently as private
businesses.” The diametrically opposing views of Nobel Laureates in economics
reflect the problems in comparing two diverse populations of organizations with
dissimilar products and services, and the absence of such measures as profit and
sales indicators for most public organizations.
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On some general performance criteria public and private management seem
quite similar. For example, the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) has
provided customer satisfaction scores for 170 business firms and 30 US federal
agencies (American Society for Quality 2001). In 1999, the average score for the
business firms was about 3 points higher, on a 100-point scale, than the average
score for the federal agencies. In 2001, however, the average for the federal agencies,
at 72.1, exceeded the average of 70.0 for the business firms. Customer satisfaction is
but one of many measures of performance, but such comparisons suggest that
public management quite frequently performs at least as well as private manage-
ment on important performance criteria.

Much more often, however, researchers conduct before-and-after studies of
privatization (such as an ownership change from a state-owned enterprise to a
privately owned enterprise) or contracting-out by the public sector, or cross-
sectional studies of public and private organizations engaged in the same type of
activity. Proponents of privatization report strong and consistent findings in favor
of private business, from all these types of study. Savas (2000: ch. 6) reports
consistent findings of cost savings as a result of contracting-out, with comparable
or better quality of service. He also reports superior economic performance by
private forms of organization or service delivery as compared to state-owned
enterprise or government service delivery, and of improved performance of gov-
ernment activities that are taken private. Many such studies involving different
nations and types of service continue to appear (Backkx, Carney, and Gedajlovic
2002; Boubakri and Cossett 1998; Heinrich 2000; Ballou and Podgursky 1998).

On the other hand, other researchers report either no evidence of private sector
superiority, or mixed evidence. Hodge (2000) reports evidence from a large
international meta-analysis of contracting-out situations that contracting-out by
governments generally produces cost savings, but only in the two service areas of
refuse collection and building maintenance. He finds no clear evidence of improve-
ments in service quality. Other recent studies covering many nations have also
reported mixed or limited evidence of financial and service improvements due to
privatization or public—private status (Villalonga 2000; Parker 1995; Pendleton
1999; Becker, Dluhy, and Topinka 2001; Chou 2002; Luksetich, Edwards, and Car-
roll 2000; Morris and Helburn 2000; Durant, Legge, and Moussios 1998). At least in
terms of the number of studies reporting superior results for private or privatized
forms, the weight of the evidence appears clearly in favor of the conclusion that
private forms of organization tend to have lower costs and greater economic
efficiencies, without general losses in service quality. The continuing appearance,
however, of mixed findings or findings of limited improvements or superiority of
private forms reminds us that privatization can have many pitfalls and troublesome
contingencies. Private management does not necessarily guarantee universal su-
periority over public management (Sclar 2000).



90 HAL G. RAINEY AND YOUNG HAN CHUN

In addition, in recent years a genre of literature has developed that includes
numerous books and articles about very effective public management, many of
which draw on evidence from actual instances (for example, Ban 1995; Behn 1991;
Borins 1998; Cohen and Eimicke 1995; Doig and Hargrove 1987; Holzer and Call-
ahan 1998; Popovich 1998; Riccucci 1995). Regardless of whether private sector
management might have some general or on-average superiority on certain types
of performance criteria, these authors mount a strong claim that examples and
evidence of excellence in public management abound.

4.5 CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has reviewed the claims and assertions about differences between
public and private management, and sought to assess them with a review of
research findings. Ultimately both sides in the continuing controversy over whether
public and private management differ get to be right, in a sense. The evidence
indicates points on which the two domains of management do not differ
significantly, or in the ways certain claims and stereotypes would suggest. These
findings support those who object to the distinction and who, with great justifica-
tion, argue the applicability of general management theory and techniques
to public management. The review also shows, however, a number of points
of interesting and important differences between the two categories of manage-
ment, knowledge of which can aid the understanding and practice of public
management.

For example, the weight of the evidence indicates that most public managers will
face conditions much more strongly influenced by the governmental institutions
and processes designed to direct them and hold them accountable, and by the goals
of producing public goods and services in the absence of profit indicators and
incentives, than will most managers in business firms. At higher levels of manage-
ment and in certain externally oriented managerial roles at lower levels, public
managers will be more engaged with, and constrained by, political and govern-
mental processes such as nurturing support from interest groups and managing
relations with legislative bodies and the chief executive. In other managerial
roles less directly in contact with such political and governmental processes,
public managers will still confront influences from those sources, such as
complex governmental systems for purchasing and procurement, and for person-
nel administration.
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In relation to this last point, we have substantial evidence of greater concerns
among public managers, compared to their counterparts in business firms, about
complex administrative rules and “red tape.” The public managers perceive, for
example, more problems with personnel administration, such as complexities in
the rules about pay and discipline that weaken relations between performance and
such incentives. They more often report concerns about the motivation and
performance of their co-workers. On the other hand, they reports levels of their
own motivation and general work satisfaction that differ very little from those of
private sector counterparts, and they tend to express higher levels of altruistic and
public service motivation. These seemingly rather contradictory findings actually
point to the sensible conclusion that public managers face greater challenges in
managing their administrative systems in certain senses, such as in managing pay
and discipline systems, but that we should avoid over-generalizing about such
distinctions. The challenges may be greater in certain ways, but the research is
continuing to indicate alternative incentives that can induce high levels of motiv-
ation in public organizations.

Similarly, the seeming contradictions in the body of evidence about the relative
performance of public and private organizations actually points to constructive
conclusions. Most published studies report higher levels of operating efficiency and
lower costs on the part of private sector providers compared with similar public
sector activities, yet other studies find no such differences or find that the super-
iority of the private firms is limited to certain service areas. Such findings support
the conclusion that management in many private firms does generally have ad-
vantages over public management, in achieving operating efficiencies, but not
always. These findings, in turn, are leading to the development of a more contin-
gent approach to privatization of public services through contracting-out, in which
researchers seek to identify the conditions under which such contracting-out can
produce efficiencies. For example, the literature on the topic and governmental
policies about it are increasingly emphasizing competition as a key to making
contracting-out effective. In a similar pattern, the contradictory conclusions about
the general performance of public and private management—with some econo-
mists positing inherent weakness in public management and pointing to evidence
of it, with others denying such a difference and still others describing patterns of
excellence in public management—support the conclusion that private manage-
ment has certain operating advantages over public management but that we should
avoid overstating and over-generalizing such a conclusion. The continuing chal-
lenge is to determine when, where, and how public management performs well,
when it does, and this body of research continues to develop in ways that help in
that quest.
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APPENDIX

DisTINCTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC MANAGEMENT:

CoOMMON ASSERTIONS AND RESEARCH FINDINGS

I. Distinctive Environmental Factors

L.1. Absence of economic markets for outputs; reliance on governmental appropriations for
financial resources.

o Lower incentives for public managers to achieve cost reduction, operating efficiency, and
effective performance.

e Less ability for public managers to achieve economic efficiency in allocating resources
(weaker reflection of consumer preferences, less proportioning of supply to demand).

o Public managers have less availability of relatively clear market indicators and informa-
tion (prices, profits, market share) for use in managerial decisions.

L.2. External control by politically constituted authority: Presence of more elaborate and
intensive formal, legal constraints on public managers as a result of oversight by legislative
branch, executive branch hierarchy and oversight agencies, and courts.

o Public management operates under more constraints on domains of operation and on
managerial procedures (public managers have less autonomy in making such choices),
and under more formal administrative controls.

e In democratic republics as well as some other types of governments, public managers
work under the authority of multiple formal authorities and influences, with greater
fragmentation among them, than private sector managers.

L.3. Presence of more intensive external political influences.

o Greater diversity and intensity of external informal political influences on decisions
(political bargaining and lobbying; public opinion; interest-group, client, and constituent
pressures).

o Greater need for political support from client groups, constituencies, and formal author-
ities in order to obtain appropriations and authorization for actions.

II. Organization—Environment Transactions

II. 1. Public organizations and managers are often involved in production of public goods,
handling of significant externalities, or other activities in which private organizations do
not readily engage.

I1.2. Government activities are often coercive, monopolistic, or unavoidable. Government
has unique sanctioning and coercive power and often acts as sole provider of certain
services and functions. Participation in the consumption and financing of governmental
activities is often mandatory.

I1.3. Government activities often have a broader impact and greater symbolic significance.
There is a broader scope of concern, such as for general public interest criteria.
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II.4. Public managers often operate under greater public scrutiny than do private sector
managers, from news media, interest groups, and oversight authorities.

II.5. Public managers face stronger expectations for fairness, responsiveness, honesty,
openness, and public accountability than do private sector managers.

III. Organizational Roles, Structures, and Processes

The following distinctive characteristics of organizational roles, structures, and processes
have been frequently asserted to result from the distinctions cited under I and II.
More recently, distinctions of this nature have been analyzed in research with varying
results.

IIL.1. Greater goal ambiguity, multiplicity, and conflict.

e Greater vagueness, intangibility, or difficulty in measuring goals and performance cri-
teria; the goals are more debatable and value-laden (for example, defense readiness,
public safety, a clean environment, better living standards for the poor and unemployed).

e Greater multiplicity of goals and criteria (efficiency, public accountability and openness,
political responsiveness, fairness and due process, social equity and distributional criteria,
moral correctness of behavior).

e Greater tendency of the goals to be conflicting, to involve more trade-offs (efficiency
versus openness to public scrutiny, efficiency versus due process and social equity,
conflicting demands of diverse constituencies and political authorities).

II1.2. Distinctive features of general managerial roles.

o Numerous studies have found that public managers’ general roles involve many of the
same functions and role categories as those of managers in other settings but with some
distinctive features: a more political, expository role, involving more meetings with and
interventions by external interest groups and political authorities; more crisis manage-
ment and “fire drills”; greater challenge to balance external political relations with
internal management functions.

I11.3. Distinctive aspects of administrative authority and leadership practices.

o Public managers have less decision-making autonomy and flexibility because of elaborate
institutional constraints and external political influences. They must contend with more
external interventions, interruptions, constraints.

 Public managers have weaker authority over subordinates and lower levels as a result of
institutional constraints (for example, civil service personnel systems, purchasing and
procurement systems) and external political alliances of subunits and subordinates (with
interest groups, legislators).

e Higher-level public managers show greater reluctance to delegate authority and a ten-
dency to establish more levels of review and approval and to make greater use of formal
regulations to control lower levels.

e More frequent turnover of top leaders due to elections and political appointments causes
more difficulty in implementing plans and innovations.

e Recent counterpoint studies describe entrepreneurial behaviors and managerial excel-
lence by public managers.
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III.4. Organizational structure.

e Numerous assertions that public organizations are subject to more red tape, more
elaborate bureaucratic structures.

o Empirical studies report mixed results, some supporting the assertions about red tape,
some not supporting them. Numerous studies find some structural distinctions for
public forms of organizations, although not necessarily more bureaucratic structuring.

IIL.5. Strategic decision-making processes.

o Several studies indicate that strategic decision-making processes in public organizations can
be generally similar to those in other settings but are more likely to be subject to interven-
tions, interruptions, and greater involvement of external authorities and interest groups.

II1.6. Differences in incentives and incentive structures.

e Numerous studies show that public managers and employees perceive greater adminis-
trative constraints on the administration of extrinsic incentives such as pay, promotion,
and disciplinary action than do their counterparts in private organizations.

o Numerous surveys indicate that public managers and employees perceive weaker relations
between performance and extrinsic rewards such as pay, promotion, and job security than
do their private sector counterparts. These studies find no clear relationship between such
perceptions and employee performance—they find no strong evidence that such percep-
tions weaken performance. The studies indicate a compensating effect of other motives
and incentives (see I11.7 below) such as public service motives, altruistic motives, involve-
ment in important work and other intrinsic incentives for public employees.

III.7. Individual characteristics, work-related attitudes and behaviors.

o Numerous studies have found different work-related values on the part of public man-
agers and employees, such as lower valuation of monetary incentives and higher levels of
public service motivation, altruistic motives, sense of involvement in worthwhile work,
and sense of influence on important public policy decisions than their private sector
counterparts. These differences between the public and private sectors increase at higher
managerial and executive levels.

e Numerous highly diverse studies have found lower levels of work satisfaction among
public than among private managers and employees. The level of satisfaction
among public sector samples is generally high and on general satisfaction questions
comparable to that of private sector respondents. Many studies, however, find that public
sector respondents show lower levels of satisfaction with certain facets of their work, such
as the autonomy they are allowed in their jobs, and with their supervisors.

I11.8. Differences in organizational and individual performance.

e Numerous authors and observers assert that public organizations and employees are
cautious and not innovative. The research evidence is mixed. Some surveys find that
public employees do not differ from private sector employees in self-reported receptivity
to change and innovation.

o Government managers and employees self-report high levels of motivation and effort in
their work, and report levels as high as the levels reported by private sector managers and
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employees. On the other hand, survey respondents in government tend to report greater
concerns that poor performers are not effectively corrected or discharged.

o Numerous studies indicate that public forms of various types of organizations tend to be
less efficient in providing services than their private counterparts, although results tend to
be inconclusive in some studies and for certain types of organizations and activities.
Other authors strongly defend the efficiency and general performance of public organ-
izations, citing various forms of evidence.

NoTEs

1. In this chapter, “public management” will refer to a broad domain of scholarly thought
and activity, as well practical applied thought and activity, pertaining to governmental
organizations, programs, and activities at all levels of government. “Public manage-
ment” will refer to people and their behaviors at all levels in those organizations,
including people that we might refer to as executives, leaders, managers, members,
subordinates, employees, and to research and theory from organization theory and
organizational psychology and behavior. Material on all these topics is pertinent to
public and private management and their comparison. For example, one finds in the
relevant literature a set of studies comparing the organizational structure of public and
private organizations, and one might ask whether studies of organizational structure are
studies of management. The use of the public management term here assumes that they
do, because structure and other organizational characteristics form the context in which
management takes place and often reflects the actions and decisions of managers. One
also finds many comparisons of survey responses of public and private employees below
the managerial level. The chapter will treat such studies as part of the domain of public
management. Many of the distinctions mentioned above, such as differences in organ-
izational level, are often extremely important differences, but are all part of the research,
theory, and thought relevant to comparing public and private management.

2. One does encounter ideologues who indicate a variant of this perspective, when they
express the remarkable belief that privatization and contracting-out by government are
original and assuredly effective alternatives for governments. One hopes for their sake
that they are not truly ignorant of the history of such alternatives across the centuries,
including a history of fairly frequent problems such as corruption on both sides of the
arrangement and poor performance by the contractors. Instead, one hopes for their
sake that they are referring to the expansion and proliferation of these alternatives
beyond their historic levels, and into new areas of public service and public policy
where they had not previously been used. Even so, they display either poor memory or
ideological zeal when they tout privatization as a panacea for poor performance by
governments.

3. Experts on such hybrid organizations have observed for years that decision-makers in
government follow no clear policy, typology, or nomenclature in establishing and
designing such organizations (e.g., Seidman, 1998).

4. Blau and Scott (1962), for example, proposed a typology of commonweal, business,
service and mutual benefit organizations, in which the commonweal organizations
included public agencies and the business categories obviously included business firms.
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5. See Lindblom (1977, Chap. 6) for a discussion of public goods and other market
defects.

6. See Antonsen and Jorgensen (1997) for another, original operationalization of “pub-
licness.”

7. See Perry and Rainey (1988) for another effort to define the differences between public,
private, and hybrid organizations.

8. Kalleberg, Knoke, Marsden, and Spaeth (1996) report their research as the first organ-
izational study employing a national probability sample. They found that public,
private, and nonprofit categories of organization provided some of the significant
findings of differences in structural characteristics that they measured.

9. Obviously, this observation may not apply to hybrid forms of organization such as
state-owned enterprises and government corporations or authorities that charge cus-
tomers for their products and services. In many cases, however, such organizations
actually operate under greater oversight or influence from political authorities and
actors, as a result of government ownership or government participation in their
ownership. Among many examples of this point are those nations where political
authorities have employed state-owned enterprises for economic development object-
ives, such as providing jobs in economically depressed regions. This diminishes the
importance of profitability in relation to such objectives, thus making the organiza-
tions hybrid not just in organizational form, but in operating objectives.

10. The National Organization Survey (Kalleberg et al. 1996) included questions about sales
and other economic market indicators. These applied only to the private firms
responding to the survey, and the data set contains no responses to these questions
for the public organizations in the sample.

1. Many important developments in political science and economics, such as the influen-
tial field of public choice economics, have been virtually founded on observations such
as these, and the research and debates on such matters are so elaborate that this chapter
cannot adequately cover them.
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CHAPTER 5

PUBLIC
MANAGEMENT,
DEMOCRACY, AND
POLITICS

LINDA DELEON

OVER recent decades and in many nations, the level of citizen trust and support for
government has been declining (Behn 1995, 1998; Fukuyama 1995; Ruscio 1996). In
the United States, the proportion of Americans who reply that they “trust the
government in Washington to do the right thing” some or most of the time has
fallen steadily from 70 percent in 1966, to 25 percent in 1992 (Putnam 1995), and to
only 15 percent in 1995 (Nye, Zelikow, and King 1997). Public confidence in
government has also declined in Canada (Zussman 1997), some European coun-
tries (OECD 2001; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000), New Zealand (Barnes and Gill
2000) and other nations.

Over the same period, a wave of ongoing governmental reform has washed over
much of the developed world (Kettl 2000; Kickert 1997; Pollitt and Bouckaert
2000). While improving public trust is not the most direct nor the only vector in
the force field of pressures for reform (constraints on resources, as well as pure
dissatisfaction with government-provided services are surely others), the goal of
maintaining or improving support for government is a potential benefit of such
initiatives (Olsen and Peters 1996). As Newman points out, “the adoption of new
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ideas may be undertaken as much to win external legitimacy as to achieve per-
formance gains” (Newman 2001: 27).

In fact, the contemporary reform agenda does offer two different and often
competing prescriptions. One set of reforms aims at improving public goods and
services—providing them more plentifully and efficiently and delivering them with
promptness and courtesy (Behn 2002; Vigoda 2003). Examples of these include
managerialism, “reinvented government” (Osborne and Gaebler 1992) and New
Public Management (NPM), which propose increased autonomy for managers
(“letting managers manage”), accountability for results (“making managers man-
age”), entrepreneurial management, and a variety of market mechanisms such as
privatization, contracting out, and competition. Although the evidence is not clear
that satisfaction with services directly and significantly improves trust, these
reforms are often justified as doing so. In the words of US Vice President Gore
(1997: ix), “How can people trust government to do big things if we can’t do little
things like answer the telephone promptly and politely?”

Other reforms, directed more at mistrust than dissatisfaction, target a source
that their proponents believe is different and perhaps deeper. In this view citizens
are alienated from a government that treats them as customers but holds them at
arm’s length. In order to build support for government, citizens must be brought
into closer relationship with it, through participative institutions such as citizen
advisory boards, participatory policy analysis, and a variety of forums for direct
and deliberative democracy. Reformers who follow this line of reasoning are
vociferous critics of NPM, alleging that NPM reforms weaken democratic institu-
tions, in that citizens should be not merely passive customers but actively engaged
in governance. They further argue that entrepreneurship is often associated with
rule-bending or rule-breaking and that markets can produce equilibria but not the
public interest (Bellone and Goerl 1992; L. deLeon and Denhardt 2000; Moe 1994;
Ruscio 1996; Terry 1993). And, from another corner of the professional landscape,
policy scholars have taken aim at both formulation and implementation processes,
arguing that the policy sciences have become elitist, serving the politically powerful
and the technocrats in their direct or indirect employment (P. deLeon 1990;
Durning 1993; Fischer 1990).

Contemporary public management includes initiatives that pursue each of the
avenues described above. Reforms centered on producing more and better public
services include those that aim to tighten and streamline the management of
public bureaucracies, those that increase competition in order to offer citizens
more choices, and those that center on increasing citizen participation in political
and administrative processes. Other reforms attempt to empower workers in the
hope of making them more creative and productive. Superficially, it may seem
paradoxical that each vision of how to improve public management claims that it
preserves and enhances democracy and improves governmental effectiveness. The
sections that follow—after a few disclaimers concerning the scope of what this
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chapter will address—first discuss three very different answers to the question of
how public management can be both effective and democratic. Next, the research
literature on several mechanisms for making public management more democratic
is reviewed. And finally, a separate discussion briefly treats the question of how to
make the internal workings of public organizations more democratic.

5.1 A FEW PRELIMINARIES AND
LIMITATIONS

The subject of the relationship between politics and administration has inspired an
enormous, multifaceted corpus of literature, such that this chapter needs to set
boundaries. In the discussion that follows, public management is construed rather
broadly to encompass both the contemporary extent of the field and also the
neighboring and overlapping disciplines of public administration and public
policy. The focus remains fairly narrowly on the executive or administrative branch
of government, however, rather than including legislatures, courts, or the electoral
process.

Insofar as possible, the discussion will address international public management,
though the literature in the United States and other Anglophone countries was
more accessible to this author than that covering other European countries and the
rest of the world. Nevertheless, an attempt was made to explore at least the English-
language literature on the latter. And, although the nature of and possibilities for
democracy vary by level of government (national versus local), for the most part
this chapter treats issues at a fairly general and theoretical level. How these issues
would differ for local or small governments remains a question for further research.

Finally, this chapter recognizes that democracies vary not only with respect to
their political processes but also with regard to their administrative cultures.
Contemporary public management theorists (Derlien 1995; Konig 1997; Mathiasen
1999; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000) distinguish “public interest” from Rechtsstaat
systems. The former include the Anglophone countries, the latter includes at least
France and Germany, and there are exceptions or hybrids (the Netherlands,
Finland, and Sweden are often mentioned). Rechtsstaat systems separate politics
from administration more strictly than do public interest systems, and they take a
perspective that is more legalistic managerial (Konig 1997). The implications for
the discussion that follows is that some parts of it—notably the discussion of
citizen participation—may not be as clearly relevant to Rechtsstaat systems as to
public interest ones.
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5.2 DEMOCRACY AND MANAGEMENT

The reason that every reform initiative can be defended as one that “strengthens
democracy” lies in the fact that democracy has varied definitions and many forms.
Democracy, said Aristotle (who didn’t much like it), is “rule of the poor in their
own interests” (Aristotle 1987). Held (1996) uses the more literal “rule by the
people,” noting the many possible meanings of “rule,” “rule by,” and “people.”
Public administration theorist Carl Friedrich (1935: 37) called it “action in accord-
ance with popular preferences,” a formulation that supports representative gov-
ernment but not necessarily widespread political participation, while Peter deLeon
(1997) uses Cohen’s definition of democracy as “that system of community gov-
ernment in which . .. the members of a community participate, or may participate,
directly or indirectly, in the making of decisions that affect them” (1971: 7). The
common thread in these formulations is that the will of “the people” should be
the basis for government and that citizens should have some means of influencing
the public policies that shape their lives.

But under the broad umbrella of any definition are crowded many competing
visions of the way democracy should work. Kakabadse, Kakabadse, and Kouzmin
(2003) contrast liberal democracy, where society is simply a collection of indi-
viduals who are completely free to pursue their own unfettered self-interest, with
constitutional democracy, in which certain kinds of decisions are taken off the table
by their inclusion in a founding document that has deliberately been made difficult
to change. In addition to the limitations on individual freedom imposed by a
constitution, other limitations stem from a choice (in large systems, often viewed
as necessity) to create representative structures, in which popular will is aggregated
and articulated through institutionalized channels (elected executives, legislatures
and courts) and attendant informal ones (political parties and interest groups).

The focus here is on the implications of democratic theory for the relationship
between public management and the political system. In part, this can be formu-
lated as the problem of the legitimacy of public management: what right have
managers to make decisions and take action? Democracy entails that the basic
source of all legitimate power is the citizenry, so a theory of democratic adminis-
tration must show a connection between managerial activity and public prefer-
ences. Public management is, fundamentally, the coordination of activities that
implement public policy, and the contemporary governance literature categorizes
alternative strategies for coordination as hierarchies, markets, and networks (New-
man 2001). Each of these is not only a strategy for coordinating administrative
activity, it is also a strategy by which the managerial system can be coordinated
with the political system. In other words, while some theorists see a hierarchical
relationship between public managers and their political superiors as the best way
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to preserve and enhance democracy, others advocate market-based management,
and still others favor networks—participative and with multiple sources of
power—as the best method of achieving true democracy.

5.2.1 “Overhead” Democracy, Administrative Hierarchy

In a nutshell, the traditional answer to making public management both efficient
and democratic centered on direct service provision through bureaucratic organ-
izational structures that were directed by and accountable to elected representatives
of the people. This relationship between representative democracy in the political
system and hierarchical control in the administrative system has been termed
“overhead democracy” by Redford (1969) and “competitive elitist democracy” by
Held (1996). In this model, sovereign power flows via the vote (in partisan electoral
contests) from citizens to their representatives and thence to the appointed heads
of administrative departments. Strict supervision and the other accoutrements of
Weberian bureaucracy maintain accountability and responsiveness. (Of course, the
American administrative theorists upon whose work Redford built, rooted their
ideas in observations of European systems: Bovens 1998.) Redford believed that this
system was unequivocally democratic. Acknowledging that discretion is necessary
because “law is rigid and policy must be made pragmatically” (1958: 43), Redford
argued that constraining discretion in order to direct it toward the public
interest—as opposed to the narrow concerns of an interest group or bureau—
necessitates close supervision. Therefore authoritative control of subordinates is
not anti-democratic, but the opposite (Bertelli and L. Lynn 2003).

The managerialist alternatives in modern administrative reform movements are
based in the same sort of logic. Focusing on results, delivering “things citizens
value” (Barzelay 1992), and remaining highly responsive to direction from elected
officials are characteristics of the bureaucratic model of administrative organiza-
tion. Although bureaucracy and hierarchy have received a battering in contempor-
ary organization theory, they are not without their defenders (Jaques 1990; Du Gay,
2000; Kaufman 2001). Leman (1989) makes the case that direct government—
service provision done directly by government agencies—is efficient, effective,
responsive, and innovative. Not only are hierarchical organizations very effective
for some kinds of tasks, they also not uncommonly call forth a service ideal and
place a premium on sacrificial personal discipline that comports with public-
interested idealism. Military and law enforcement personnel are obvious examples,
but many employees in social welfare organizations express similar service ideals as
well (Balfour and Wechsler 1990).

While a bureaucracy accountable to elected representatives may promise both
efficient service provision and popular control of policy, it is also subject to a
variety of well-remarked pathologies. For example, are bureaucracies really
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efficient? Some observers (Behn 1995, 2002; Jones 1992; Pollitt 1996) contend that
demands for democratic accountability, ironically, create the red tape that ob-
structs results. And even where highly structured organizations are optimal for
service provision, the democratic question remains whether the policies they are
implementing are actually “ruling the poor in their own interests” or in the
interests of economic, political or managerial elites (P. deLeon 1992; 1995; Dryzek
1996; Phillips 2002). A strong administrative system can be oppressive, unrespon-
sive and self-serving.

5.2.2 Markets as Democracy

Markets represent another theoretical approach to the problem of combining
effective and efficient service provision with democracy. Market competition forces
producers to be efficient. Markets are democratic because they respond to con-
sumer demand and are no respecters of persons. By offering choices to citizens,
market-based public management reforms preserve and enhance democracy.

There are several ways in which choices can be made available: through compe-
tition among sectors or public agencies for citizen patronage, through competition
in the political arena for votes, or through the development of a “heterogeneous
mix of public goods and services in a public service economy” (Ostrom 1973: 74).
The NPM movement makes extensive use of competition—inter-sectoral, or even
among agencies of government— as a strategy for improving public management
(Gruening 2001). During the 1980s and 1990s, for example, the UK saw the
introduction of market mechanisms such as privatization, contracting-out,
quasi-markets, and quangos (Newman 2001). Market-based public management
reforms have been justified primarily on the ground of making government
services less costly or of better quality (Gruening 2001; Mathiasen 1999; Mintrom
2003; Zifcak 2000). But Behn (2002), for example, also suggests that market-based
reforms have the potential not only to boost government performance, but also to
improve, at least marginally, citizen trust in government.

In cases where competition allows citizens to choose whether to obtain fee-based
services from one agency or another (an example would be municipal golf courses),
or from private-versus public-sector sources, citizens participate in a market where
the currency is literally money. Another way that citizens can make choices,
however, is through the political process. The pluralistic model of democracy
(Held 1996) introduces institutions such as interest groups that mediate between
citizens and political elites. Power in such systems is shared, not hierarchical, and is
the subject of endless bargaining. In the “competitive market” of electoral politics,
the currency is votes.

Numerous strategies have been proposed as ways to increase the effectiveness of
political competition as a means of