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OFFICIALS at a state university, authorized to lease space for
off-campus programs in a nearby city, find it is more cost-effective
to purchase the site outright. They take the initiative and arrange for
the purchase using funds set aside for the lease.

Administrators at a county hospital in California grow increas-
ingly concerned with the lack of prenatal care available to needy
local residents. They develop a program to provide comprehensive
care through improved use of existing resources and mobilization
of public and private resources, volunteers, and grants.

Faced with the need to encourage recycling, a Minnesota mu-
nicipality develops a high-technology solution to the problem.
Using hand-held computers to scan bar-code stickers on recycl-
ing bins, the town monitors residential use of recycling and
adjusts trash collection bills accordingly—the more recycling, the
lower the bill.

Towa was having a problem finding a market for recyclable waste
generated by local business. The solution was to establish a by-
product and waste search service, through which state administra-
tors play matchmaker between generators of recyclable waste and
potential users.

These cases might be dismissed as mere isolated innovative
actions by government administrators.! But stories like these pep-
per the specialized journals that focus on the work of state and
local governments. Recent issues of Governing magazine, for ex-
ample, have highlighted innovations in property acquisition and
leasing, responding to community challenges to waste disposal
plans, reducing paperwork burdens, lowering the costs of com-
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puter maintenance contracts, increasing the power of local human
service agencies, building facilities that turn waste into energy, and
reclaiming abandoned industrial sites for productive uses. Compet-
itive awards celebrating innovative excellence in state and local
governments have not lacked for nominations, and university cen-
ters devoted to improving government productivity have been
busy providing support to officials requesting help with new
projects.

For American public administration, in short, necessity has be-
come the spur of change and innovation. Stirred to action by budget
cuts attributable to tax revolts and economic downturns, govern-
ment administrators have responded with creative solutions that
challenge the stereotypical image of the recalcitrant bureaucrat.
Administrators have begun breaking free of the constraints that
have characterized their jobs. Insofar as they have loosened those
binds, they have engaged in deregulating government. In doing so,
they have forged ahead of political leaders, academics, and the
“good government” reformers who have traditionally led the
charge for changes in public administration.

Recently, the nation has witnessed the conversion of this ad hoc
process into a consolidated reform movement, a version of the
so-called management revolution that spread throughout corporate
America in the 1980s.2 That revolution also began when managers
broke through well-established organizational constraints and mar-
ket barriers. It first came to the public’s attention through Tom
Peters and Robert Waterman’s In Search of Excellence, a study built
on observations of what successful companies were doing that
made them stand out during a business decline.? Even the jargon of
that private sector movement, from total quality management and
entrepreneurialism to liberation management and learning orga-
nizations, has become common wherever public officials meet to
discuss reforming government.

The similarities do not end there, for just as a private sector
revolution has generated a variety of managerial reforms, deregulat-
ing government is but one reform to emerge in response to what is
taking place in the public sector. In what ways does this impulse
resemble other reform efforts that have gained support in recent
years? What are the prospects for significant and sustainable change
under deregulation or its alternatives? :
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A New Movement toward Reform

Change in government has been promoted by rekindled public
interest in administrative reform.* The increase in innovative gov-
ernment actions has been one product of this renewed focus. An-
other has been the development of relevant administrative theories
that—separately or together—might provide an intellectual frame-

work for reform.

Theories of Reform

The question of whether government administrators’ action§ pre-
ceded administrative theories in the development of reform initia-
tives or vice versa might be important for historians, but for pur-
poses here it is enough to think of the two as ha_ving erperged
simultaneously. The conditions that launched the innovative ac-
tions in the United States and abroad—economic recession and
stagflation, tight energy resources, awareness of en.\/ironfn‘ental
degradation, the failure of domestic social and economic pohc1es—7
also stimulated rethinking about what government is and how it
should work. Among the products of that rethinking were three
theories of government administration: o

—the minimal state theory, closely associated with the adminis-
trative strategies used by the Reagan administration;

—deregulating government, which has found favor among some
academics and leaders in public administration, including members
of the Volcker and Winter commissions; and

—reinventing government, which has received considerable at-
tention in the news media and has attracted a following among
public sector professionals and politicians. o

The label of minimal statism can be applied to similar schools of
thought that have roots in the work of Frederick A. Hayek and
Milton Friedman and draw intellectual sustenance from the work of
William A. Niskanen, Gordon Tullock, Nobel laureate James M.
Buchanan, and other members of the “public choice” school.5 Rob-
ert Nozick, a leading advocate of the perspective, calls fora govern-
ment with limited functions: “protecting all citizens against vio-
lence, theft, and fraud, and . . . [guaranteeing] the enforcement of
contracts.” To the extent that an administrative theory emerges
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from this outlook (I shall call its adherents minimalists), it is anti-
bureaucratic and focuses on adapting the practices of corporate
management to the public sector. This managerialism involves forc-
ing agency heads to contend with a competitive rather than merely
administrative environment.

In a competitive situation, they had to meet prevailing expecta-
tions outside their control. They had to keep on their toes. They
could not afford to relax; otherwise somebody else might steal a
march on them. They could never feel completely secure. They
had to keep running just to stay in the same place. To advance,
they had to be better and do better. They had to keep up with
improvements and, more importantly, they had to try to be first
with improvements. They had every incentive to police them-
selves, improve their own functioning and adjust to changing
conditions.”

During the Reagan administration, minimalism was implemented
through various means that sought diminished expectations of gov-
ernment; budgetary restraints and centralized decisionmaking; a
leaner and more responsive political establishment; and a focus on
a few objectives of overriding national importance.® Administration
officials also used management techniques aimed at minimizing the
number and importance of career federal administrators: “President
Reagan’s essentially negative view of government intervention in-
cluded an equally negative view of the public service.”

In contrast to the minimalist position, the views reflected in this
volume, especially in James Q. Wilson’s call for deregulating gov-
ernment, contend that too many controls and constraints harry

public servants.’® Addressing the need for better performance

among federal agencies, the 1989 report of the National Commis-
sion on the Public Service (the Volcker commission) urges that

once presidential choices are made . . . the decisions should be
implemented in the federal departments and agencies where the
President’s own appointees and government’s top career manag-
ers must have both authority and responsibility. The jobs will be
done well or poorly depending on their competence, morale, and
commitment, not on the rules and reporting requirements im-
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posed by the White House staff, Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) and Office of Personnel Management (OPM).1

Disentangling government agencies from overintrusive White
House control is only one problem adherents of deregulation seek
to redress. They have been equally critical of congressional
micromanagement and judicial interference.!? Wilson observes that
among all advanced nations the United States seems to have the
most rule-bound bureaucracies. This he attributes to the American
character and public mores as well as to the distinctive institutional
context within which U.S. government agencies must operate.?
Although no deregulator advocates a relaxation of all constraints,
they all regard the elimination of some and loosening of others as
critical to improving government performance.

The third theory, reinventing government, lacks the academic
underpinnings of the others and in fact cites authors from the ther
approaches approvingly.' But although they draw rationalizations
from the advocates of minimal statism and deregulating govern-
ment, the reinventors take their true inspiration from the experience
of practitioners. From such a composite of theory and practice, a
journalist, David Osborne, and a former city manager, Ted Gaebler,
coauthored the bible of this approach, Reinventing Government.
The popularity of this book and similar works was one of the most
visible signs that this movement was widespread and had gained
momentum.’ Given its dozens of case studies drawn from state and
local governments, the work found a receptive audience among
administrators at those levels. As Jonathan Walters reports, “lots of
state and local officials are getting plenty done, [and] ‘reinvention,’
by whatever name is going on all over the country.”6 o

Ideas posited by Osborne and Gaebler had the enthusiastic
endorsement of Bill Clinton, and many appeared as major planks
in his 1992 presidential platform. Clinton followed through on
those platform promises by creating a National Performance Re-
view task force headed by Vice President Al Gore. The theme of
“reinventing” was preeminent in the work of the task force, and
when the group’s 168-page formal report was unveiled on Septem-
ber 7, 1993, the inside-the-beltway media attributed principal au-
thorship to “reinventing government guru and NPR consultant
David Osborne.”"’
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Differences among the Theories

In many respects, these three theories of government reform
would seem better described as ideological alternatives than as the
basis for a single political movement. The minimalist position is
clearly antigovernment. William A. Niskanen, the premier theorist
of minimal bureaucracy and an important economic advisor to the
Reagan and Bush administrations, portrayed this perspective best
when presenting his “dream that Washington might once again be
a quiet southern town with several major shrines and minor univer-
sities and where everyone, other than tourists, had the good sense
to leave town in the summer.”?® In contrast, the advocates of rein-
venting show no reluctance in touting the virtues of greater reliance
on government, once it is reconfigured into reinvented forms. The
deregulators tend to be more centrist, advocating the effective gov-
ernment where it can be most appropriately used.

Differences among the three are just as evident in the strategies
each would employ to promote reform. In general terms they offer
three distinct strategic options: push, release, and pull. The mini-
malists regard a forceful push into the abyss of budget and person-
nel cuts as the only effective means to bring needed changes.
Bureaucrats, they contend, thrive in times of plenty, but in the face
of significant budget cuts they would develop creative means of
using whatever resources they have. The result will be a leaner

government. For proof the minimalists point to startling innovations .

made by administrators at all levels of government under the bud-
get limitations of the 1970s and 1980s.

The deregulators want to release administrators from increasingly
binding constraints. Greater flexibility is their call to arms: let ad-
ministrators do what they can do best is the underlying theme.?®
And if, operating free of arbitrary binds, they do not deliver, the
failure may signal that government should not be involved in a
particular activity.?

The reinventors are more traditional. Reform is to be accom-
plished by example and through political means. Their pull orienta-
tion provides the rationale for energizing a politically effective
movement. To focus that energy, they call for revolutionizing how
the nation thinks about government and the way things get done.
Innovative actions of public officials represent “nothing less than a
shift in the basic model of governance used in America.”
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This shift is under way all around us, but because we are not
looking for it—because we assume that all governments have to
be big, centralized, and bureaucratic—we seldom see it. We are
blind to the new realities because they do not fit our preconcep-
tions. . . . What we need most if this revolution is to succeed . . .
is 2 new framework for understanding government, a new way of
thinking about government.?

Thus what the reinventing government approach lacks in theoreti-
cal originality is made up for with a firm belief in the ability to
institute comprehensive improvements through rethinking govern-
ment and taking advantage of a political situation in which all the
conditions for reform are present.?

Strange Bedfellows, One Blanket

In spite of the ideological and strategic differences among the
strands of the reform movement, there is a common theme: the urge
to debureaucratize government administration. Debureaucratiza-
tion is an idea neither new nor restricted to critics of American
government. Frustration among political leaders and others at what
they perceive as the more pernicious effects of big government has
been endemic worldwide for decades.” In the British Common-
wealth, administrative reforms such as the new public management
have emerged in New Zealand, Australia, and the United Kingdom.
Scandinavian nations have embarked on programs to renew their
national administrative systems, and even the highly centralized
French government adopted a plan that would endow the prov-
inces with greater importance.

Nor would advocates of debureaucratization have to search far
for the domestic roots of the impulse. Innovative public programs
that have broken free of the constraints of bureaucratic procedures
have been common. “America is constantly inventing itself,” ob-
served Bruce Smith a decade ago, “and the capacity to invent new
ways of accomplishing the public’s business has been a great
strength.”? The working technology of public action greatly ex-
panded between the 1930s and 1960s.26 Government contracting
and other strategies were adopted at all levels of American govern-
ment. The responses to the challenges of the times received little
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attention,?’ but they established a practical legacy for the debu-
reaucratization movement.

If the diverse debureaucratization approaches coalesce to form
an effective political movement, it will not be the first time. The
movement that created the administrative structure so vehemently
challenged by the debureaucratizing coalition was itself the product
of a coalition that developed after the Civil War when middle-class
reformers sought to end political corruption and adopt more busi-
nesslike approaches to government administration. By the early
1900s the coalition had found common ground with both the Pro-
gressive movement and the scientific management school.8 The
resulting archetype for government, regarded at the time as a signif-
icant improvement, is now itself the target of reform common to the
minimalist, deregulating, and reinventing focus.

The Bureaucratic Challenge

Unlike earlier reform movements in which the focus was the
corruption of public officials and the inefficiencies of government,
the advocates of debureaucratization are focused on the logic that
has defined the work of the public sector and public administration
for nearly half a century.?® Each takes aim at the bureaucratized
public sector. Although few would question the significant role
played by the bureaucratized public sector in the development of
the modern state, it has rarely lacked for critics. Bureaucratization is
credited by both friends and foes with having redesigned the social
world.3 Thus when approaching the problems of bureaucratiza-
tion, the new reformers address problems that go beyond the hier-
archical forms of public organizations or the creation of bureau-
cratic personalities. Too much attention to structures, they contend,
leads to mere tinkering rather than substantial change, and attack-
ing the behavior of bureaucrats is akin to blaming the victim.3!
Instead, they focus on the way bureaucratization distorts govern-
ment and the way it operates.

Bureaucratization can accomplish three closely related tasks. It
can reduce uncertainty; it can impose order; and, through appropri-
ate designs, it can constrain and guide the very power its orderliness
unleashes. These are desirable functions, but each also generates a
challenge to effective governance. Reducing uncertainty means
minimizing disruptive forces from outside (competition, for exam-
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ple) and from within the organization (as with innovativeness).
Orderliness, brought about primarily through hierarchical struc-
tures, has similar stifling consequences and can separate an organi-
zation from reality. These negative results have often been rein-
forced through restrictions that were mostly designed with other
dangers in mind. ‘ N

Redressing these results demands rethinking bureaucratic logic:
For many of the new reformers, debureaucratizing requires trans-
formation of ideas, a revolution that changes the model of gover-
nance.

For the minimalists, bureaucratization manifests itself in big, ex-
panding government agencies administered (as opposed to man-
aged) for the benefit of the agencies and those that support them.
Beyond proselytizing for smaller government, minimalists want to
push remaining agencies into more competitive, market-based cir-
cumstances. Under such conditions, they argue, the urge to survive
will generate less bureaucratic behavior. But to accomplish this will
require a radically different formulation in the logic that structures
and operates government. Thus America must adopt a more demo-
cratic paradigm based on a theory of public goods: “Wheg Fhe
central problem in public administration is viewed as th'e provision
of public goods and services, alternative forms of organization may
be available for the performance of [public service] . . . functions
apart from an extension and perfection of bureaucratic struc-
tures.”’3? .

Promoting debureaucratization through paradigmatic change is
also the focus of those who advocate reinventing government. They
scrutinize beliefs “embedded in the bureaucratic paradigm,” includ-
ing the definitive delegation of hierarchical authority, the uniform
application of rules and procedures, the reliance on experts to carry
out both line and staff functions, a narrow definition of primary
responsibilities, and the efficiency of having the centfalize‘d staff
exercise “unilateral control over line agencies’ administrative ac-
tions.”» Michael Barzelay provides a systematic articulation of the
bureaucratic paradigm by elaborating a point-by-point comp?rison
with an emerging postbureaucratic paradigm. The bureaucratic par-
adigm, he contends, focuses on N )

—the public interest as opposed to “results citizens value,

—efficiency as opposed to “quality and value,”

—administration as opposed to “production,”
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——control as opposed to “winning adherence to norms,”

—specifying functions, authority, and structure as opposed to
stressing mission, services, customers, and outcomes,

—justifying costs as opposed to delivering value,

—enforcing responsibility as opposed to building accountability,

—following rules and procedures as opposed to a more norms-
based, problem-solving approach, and

—operating administrative systems as opposed to organization
strategies based on a continuous process of developing and
strengthening appropriate norms and incentives.34

Osborne and Gaebler’s view of the bureaucratic paradigm is best
captured in what governments would replace by adopting the prin-
ciples of reinventing:

—bureaucratic commitment to deliver services (“rowing”) must
be replaced by a commitment to ensure the provision of such
services (“‘steering’);

—bureaucratic “ownership and control” of programs (“serving”)
must be replaced by community-based ownership
(“empowerment”);

—bureaucratic propensity for monopolization must be replaced
by competition among potential service providers;

—bureaucratic rule-driven organizations must be replaced by
mission-driven organizations;

—bureaucratic preoccupation with costs must be replaced by
concern for results;

—bureaucratic self-interest and parochialism must be replaced
by focus on meeting the needs of the consumer;

—bureaucratic stress on spending must be replaced by an em-
phasis on earning;

—bureaucratic urge to focus on cures must be replaced by a
preventive orientation;

—bureaucratic hierarchicalism must be replaced by more partici-
patory approaches; and

—bureaucratic aversion to the market must be replaced by an
embrace of market principles.3

The deregulators are much less likely to label what they are
confronting bureaucracy; rather they focus on factors that cause
otherwise well-intentioned and well-functioning bureaucracies to
adopt pathological behaviors. The problem is not bureaucracy per
se, but overbureaucratization, which renders the beneficial ele-.
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ments of agency operations dysfunctional and counterproductive.3
The primary cause of overbureaucratization is the urge to take
administrative control too far. Bureaucracies must balance the pres-
sures to achieve goals with the constraints imposed by policymak-
ers and a public fearful of waste, fraud, and abuse. “Talented,
strongly motivated people usually will find ways of making rule-rid-
den systems work,” James Q. Wilson has commented, but not every
agency is blessed with such personnel, and the result may be
overbureaucratization that will start at the top of an agency and
reach to the lowest levels.3” More tempered reforms—ones that
build on greater public trust of administrators—are required if
America is to avoid the consequences of too much bureaucratiza-
tion.

Obstacles to Reform

With debureaucratization as a common theme, the coalition of
minimalists, deregulators, and reinventors seems to have the poten-
tial to amass the theoretical and strategic resources needed to
launch a reform movement.3 Launching a movement and succeed-
ing, however, are not the same. To succeed, they must do three
things: offer a viable agenda for reform, which means they must get
their theory in order; establish the movement as a credible political
force; and move cultural and institutional biases away from sup-
porting the dominant bureaucratic paradigm.

Lack of a Consistent and Coberent Agenda

Exactly what do the members of the debureaucratization coali-
tion want? To say that they seek a less bureaucratized government
administration is not enough. Obviously, specific proposals are
needed if they are going to get beyond rhetoric: an agenda to act
on, one that can be explained to policymakers and the public and
packaged as actions for legislators, executives, or managers. To
create such an agenda, the three schools must develop a reasonably
coherent theoretical structure for their alternative to the bureau-
cratic paradigm. This will not be easy.

First, the schools vary greatly in the sophistication of their theo-
ries, and this variation may prove disruptive if they turn out to be
unredeemably incompatible. If they do not, the minimalists have a
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clear advantage, for their roots are in the writings of neoclassical
and public-choice scholars whose primary concern was building
and articulating theory. In contrast the reinventors offer little theo-
retical underpinning, relying on anecdotal evidence and theory
borrowed from others. The deregulators have a clear sense of
theory, but it has yet to be formally explicated and instead must be
culled from scattered statements made by its advocates.

A sophisticated theory, however, does not necessarily translate
into a viable agenda for reform. Reform requires public understand-
ing and support, and all too often it has been the more vacuous
theories that have worked best before mass audiences. Further-
more, prescriptions engendered by a well-articulated theory might
prove politically and technically infeasible. The objective should be
a theory satisfactory to all three schools that can generate a realistic
agenda.

The second difficulty with developing a theoretical base for
debureaucratization is in the ideological and strategic differences

among the three schools. These political differences can erupt at .

any time and counteract efforts to develop a synthesis of theory. A
common enemy—the overly bureaucratized public sector—may
not be enough to keep a theory-centered coalition together. To the
extent it does, a viable theory might develop and will, in turn,
complement the efforts to sustain a credible political effort. How-
ever, that intellectual common ground may not be enough, in
which case the foundation for theory-building efforts might be
provided by those leading the political charge.

The consequences of abandoning the effort to construct a theory

and allowing the political agenda to proceed on its own was amply |

demonstrated by the steps taken early in the Clinton administration
to launch its program for reforming government. Lacking a coher-
ent theory, the reinventors had not presented a useful agenda for
President Clinton to act on.® As a result the administration’s initial
steps, under the banner of reinventing government, were a hodge-
podge of initiatives, many of them based on questionable assump-
tions. 4

What are the theoretical underpinnings of the debureaucratizing
schools? For present purposes, I will compare the three along four

dimensions: purpose, personnel, organization, and management -

procedures. These dimensions address the questions of why, who,
what, and how public administration ought to be conducted.! This
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Figure 12-1. Characteristics of the Bureaucratic Paradigm and Three Reform
Approaches

Bureaucratic Reinventing Deregulating
Characteristics paradigm Minimal state government government
Purpose of Execution of the Provision of Meet citizen Solve “public”
government will of the state  public goods expectations problems
and services
Nature of public Neutrally Rational, Entrepreneurs  Public-regarding
servants competent self-interested
: budget
maximizers
Organization of Tightly Competitive, “Appropriate”  Loosely
work structured multiorgan- organizational  structured
hierarchy izational form hierarchy
marketlike
setting
Management  Close Cost-minimizing, Facilitative Mediation
approach supervision, consumer- management;  management;
Standard oriented total quality balancing
Operating management management  control and
Procedures flexibility

summary is accomplished, of course, at the risk of oversimplifica-
tion. Nevertheless, even a general overview can provide a sense of
the potential for and content of a debureaucratizing agenda (see
figure 12-1).

PURPOSE. What is the primary purpose of government adminis-
tration? Frank J. Goodnow’s “execution of the will of the state”
stands as the classic expression of purpose for the bureaucratic
paradigm. The phrase is often preceded with qualifiers—efficient,
effective, equitable. Drawing the qualifiers together is the instru-
mental view of public administration implied in Goodnow’s state-
ment of purpose.

Minimalists adhere with considerable consistency to the vision of
the minimal state: the purpose of government should be limited to
the provision of public goods and services, that is, those goods and
services with characteristics such that they cannot be produced or
distributed through the private sector. Under the best of circum-
stances, all goods and services could be classified as either private
or public. Most, according to the minimalists, could be produced
and distributed through market mechanisms and must be so of-
fered. Others would be provided by the public sector. For mixed
goods and services—those that have some divisible and some indi-
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visible characteristics—the minimalist bias would be against relying
on the public sector because nonmarket mechanisms are, by defini-
tion, less efficient than market mechanisms. Where nonmarket
means must be used, the minimalists would impose tight fiscal
controls to keep costs and inefficiencies down.

For reinventors the primary function of government is to meet
citizens’ expectations by providing what they value.* The govemn-
ment is a consumer-driven organization. Osborne and Gaebler
stress government as catalyst rather than provider of value, which
adds another feature unique to the reinventors’ theory. In this re-
gard they cite New York Governor Mario Cuomo’s statement that “it
is not government’s obligation to provide services . . . but to see
that they’re provided.”#

Deregulators emphasize still another view of the purpose of
government: solving public problems. Unlike the minimalists, their
definition of what is public is not a technical matter, but a political
matter decided by the nation’s policymakers. In this sense the
deregulators take a traditional view of the purpose of public admin-
istration. But they strongly imply that the details should be left to the
competent administrators of government programs. Greater free-
dom for line managers and workers is a constant theme: public and
policymakers will be well served by allowing public sector workers
to develop solutions to the problems they have been asked to deal
with.

PERSONNEL. The bureaucratic paradigm regards the issue of who
will best serve the public as a complicated problem reflecting the
desire to guarantee that bureaucrats are both competent and non-
partisan. Such criteria are the foundations for the merit system as
originally designed. In contrast to this neutrally competent stan-
dard, the minimalists assume the type of person one actually finds
in bureaucratic positions is a rational, self-interested budget maxi-
mizer.%6 The reinventors focus on the entrepreneurial personality
within public sector workers. And the deregulators see submerged
in overbureaucratized agencies public-regarding persons who act
much differently when provided the right incentives.

ORGANIZATION. The bureaucratic paradigm tends to rely on
tightly controlled, unified, and centralized hierarchies. The mini-
malists would create a multiorganizational situation in which mar-
ket or marketlike interactions (that is, competition) could be maxi-
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mized. The reinventors are even more relaxed, advocating the use
of whatever structural arrangements would work to help meet
citizen expectations. Finally, the deregulators remain committed to
the traditional bureaucratic forms but with much looser structures,
rules, and regulations.

MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES. In the bureaucratic paradigm the
ideal form of management is based on close supervision of employ-
ees or at the least management through standard operating proce-
dures and regulations. For the minimalists, those who manage pub-
lic agencies in a competitive context will, by necessity, have to be
cost conscious and more consumer oriented because their jobs
depend on it. The reinventors are more facilitative, taking their
ideas from the total quality management movement and the work
of Tom Peters and his colleagues.?” The deregulators regard manag-
ers as mediators who must balance the demands for control and
guidance with the needs of those on the line trying to solve the
public’s problems.

AN AGENDA WITHOUT ASSUMPTIONS. Figure 12-1 provides an over-
view of these positions. There is no doubt that all three schools
have an aversion to the traditional bureaucratic paradigm. But it is
also striking how little they overlap in their assumptions about
government and what it takes to improve it. Developing an agenda
that will satisfy all three in detail does not seem feasible (or logically
possible) given their differences. Thus two options seem open. The
first is to develop a synthesis reflecting their common ground. The
second is to adopt an agenda based on the most feasible of the
three approaches.

A synthesis of the schools is not out of the question. For example,
all three question the traditional assumption that the purpose of
government is to serve some abstract entity (the state or the public
interest), and all believe that government should deal with more
technical ends (public goods and services) or empirical ends (citi-
zen values, specific problems). To the extent that reinventors and
deregulators can agree that public problems are defined by what
citizens value and expect, there is hope for synthesis at least be-
tween those two schools.® Satisfying the minimalists is more diffi-
cult, however, for their reliance on the technical definition of what
is or is not public does not leave much room for flexibility. But there
have been attempts among minimalists to move beyond this view.
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Charles Murray, for example, has argued that government should
foster the pursuit of happiness for its citizenry; and although he
maintains that this is best accomplished through very limited gov-
ernment, his approach might create some room for a useful synthe-
sis on this very significant point.>

A synthesis might also emerge on other points. The entrepreneur-
ial public servant does form a bridge between the self-interested
and public-regarding extremes, and the reinventors’ pragmatic ap-
proach toward organizational forms offers an inviting basis for
synthesis.5! The synthesis in the management approach is the idea
of a results-oriented method of running government.

Once a general synthesis of theory is worked out, action can be
more effectively organized. Although the synthesis might emerge
on its own, a more timely elaboration is likely to require the energy
generated by political activity.

An alternative approach to developing an agenda would be to
take the route of least political and administrative resistance by
building the movement around the reforms most likely to sell polit-
ically and generate the least opposition from those most directly
affected. Questions of politics and implementation are extremely
important. Historically, the American constitutional system has
been more likely to favor gradual transformations than radical re-
forms. Thus although the Pendleton Act of 1883 was a watershed in
the history of administrative reform, its initial effects were insignifi-
cant; not until forty years later could reformers claim that most of
their agenda had been adopted.>

Gradual reform will favor the agenda of the deregulators. Dereg-
ulating government does not pose a radical challenge to the status
quo, which both the minimalists and the reinventors have promised
in their statements. As described by the Volcker and Winter com-
missions, the agenda of the deregulators focuses on changes that
many regard as both necessary and feasible. This is especially true
for public personnel policy; people representing all shades of the
political spectrum have urged greater flexibility in hiring and pro-
motions. But taking this path has its costs, especially for purists who
regard deregulators as tinkers whose ideas will not lead to the
needed transformation of government administration. Still, the his-
tory of administrative reform in America is filled with examples of
progress made through political expediency.
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Need for a Politically Credible Force

What does it take for an administrative reform movement to be
taken seriously in the American political arena? Despite the constant
concern with administrative reform in contemporary American poli-
tics, successful movements can be counted on one hand. If the mea-
sure of a successful reform is defined as the establishment of a new
administrative culture, then success has occurred only twice since
1787 the institutionalization of the spoils system (1820s-80s) and its
replacement by the bureaucratic paradigm associated with the Pro-
gressive Era.5 The two cases differ in indications of what constitutes
credible politics for promoting a reform movement. The first was tied
to a partisan political program; the second evolved over several de-
cades, relying on a variety of organizational and political strategies.

But one can broaden the number of relevant models by consider-
ing other movements in American history. Neil J. Smelser provides
such an analysis in his study of movements that seek to restore,
protect, modify, or create social norms. The various cases have one
characteristic distinguishing them from other forms of collective
action: “mobilization to organize and push through a program [of
norm-oriented reform) takes a long time—a longer time than is
generally required for the mobilization phases of panics, crazes, and
hostile outbursts. For this reason, the mobilization phase of a norm-
oriented movement is likely to be very complicated; it has to adapt to
the exigencies of maintaining an organization over long periods.”>*

A crucial factor in a mobilization effort is leadership, and several
roles can emerge during a movement. Leaders in developing the
beliefs upon which the movement is based (Smelser calls these
leaders “formulators”) are important, as are those who mobilize
members (“promoters”). To the extent that the movement has an
organized component, it will need organizational leaders
(“bureaucrats”) who will be concerned with the stability, growth,
and tactics of the group. Political leaders (“power seekers”) will
also arise within the movement to represent factions that might
have strategical or ideological differences with other factions. Even
“prestige seekers,” leaders “engaged in maintaining the prestige of
the organization or movement in the public eye,” are needed.”

As a political force, debureaucratization has not developed so far
as to need a formal organization, although it has from time to time
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and place to place been associated with other organizations (for
instance, the minimalists’ links with the Republican party under
Reagan and Bush and the reinventors’ links with the Democratic
party under Clinton). There are leaders who can be labeled formu-
lators, but their contribution has been limited to writing books and
articles, giving speeches, and providing advice, formally or infor-
mally, to policymakers. What is missing is a mobilizing leader,
someone who can bring the diverse elements of the movement
together into some organizational form. For now, these leaders
have met with limited success.

The problem faced by potential mobilizing leaders is that admin-
istrative reform does not have the appeal of other issues. This was
brought out most clearly by what Clinton campaign officials called
the “Speech He Never Gave.” '

It was the one on “reinventing government,” or “entrepreneurial
government,” or the “New Paradigm,” depending on the buzz
phrase you choose to describe the theory. . . . It’s not that Clinton
wasn't itching to talk about the subject. . . . What held Clinton
back was the fear of putting audiences to sleep with an arcane
discussion of applying ideas of management gurus . . . to federal
institutions. So he kept his discussions about the specifics of
reinventing government private.s

Without a mobilizing leader or some other force to get the agenda
in front of the public, the debureaucratizing movement will remain
in the “incipient phase” of its development. With effective leader-
ship it would achieve “enthusiastic mobilization,” which would
then be followed by a “period of institutionalization and organiza-
tion.”s?

As the example of the Progressive reformers demonstrates, how-
ever, although mobilizing leaders like Theodore Roosevelt or Rob-
ert LaFollette are needed, a credible movement can still develop
without a unified organizational base. For the Progressives there
were various jurisdictions (local, state, and national) and institu-
tional contexts (electoral systems, legislature, executive branch, and
even judiciary) through which to affect reform. As Neil Smelser
observes, “the history of any given movement—its ebbs and flows,
its switches, its bursts of enthusiasm—can be written in large part as
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a pattern of abandoning one method which appears to be losing
effectiveness and adopting some new, more promising method.”>®
still, the political success of debureaucratization will depend
heavily on the development of mobilizing leadership. This can be a
role President Clinton or even a leader of the partisan opposition
such as Jack Kemp might play. But tying the reform agenda to either
party does not bode well for long-term success. It would be more
fruitful if the leadership of both parties supported the movement, a
cooperation that worked well for the Progressive reformers. Short
of that, the support of the party in power will have to suffice. The
minimalist reformers were in such a position during the Reagan-
Bush years, but through most of the 1980s they stood alone. With
Clinton in the White House, the advantage now is to the reinventors
who can take the lead. Whether they will remains to be seen.”

The deregulators have, consciously or not, taken a decidedly
different approach. Deregulating government was the principle
theme underlying the work of the Volcker and Winter commissions.
The two chairpersons have provided energetic and articulate voices
for the recommendations of their respective groups. The bipartisan
and diverse membership of each group further enhances the value
of having used national commissions. The main question is whether
a collective form of mobilizing leadership can be effective and
sustainable. If so, the advantage once again goes to the
deregulators.

Problems of Dethroning King Bureaucracy

A viable agenda and political clout are necessary, but little reform
will be achieved in the long run without addressing the dominance
of the bureaucratic paradigm. There are other obstacles to be side-
stepped or overcome, but the bureaucratic orthodoxy must be
dethroned: “if the dogma survives,” Robert Golembiewski has com-
mented, “any successful innovative arrangements will be regarded
as but exceptions to good practice.”® Do the reformers possess
enough intellectual and political power to unseat the orthodoxy?
Perhaps, but the bureaucratic model is strong. It has intellectual
roots that link it with the academic study of public administration, it
has the ability to generate solutions to administrative problems that
are feasible and workable, and it is compatible with the political
culture and institutional context of contemporary government.
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THE BIRTH OF A FIELD AND A PARADIGM. Part of the problem facing
reformers is that the emergence of public administration as a field of
study was closely linked to the efforts of Progressive reformers to
establish the bureaucratic paradigm as the dominant model of gov-
ernance for the United States. Most histories trace the academic
roots to Woodrow Wilson’s 1887 essay, “The Study of Administra-
tion,” which urged systematic investigation of the business side of
government.5! The goal was to discover principles that could be
applied to promote efficient government operations. At the same
time, Wilson implicitly outlined the bureaucratic paradigm. Besides
the classic separation of administration from politics, a pervasive
premise was his assumption that administration must be rooted in a
centralized and unified authority. He also advocated creating “a
corps of civil servants prepared by special schooling and drilled,
after appointment, into a perfected organization, with appropriate
hierarchy and characteristic discipline.”¢2

This association of theory and practice was reinforced through-
out what is today termed the classical period in the study of Ameri-
can public administration. Before 1940 the discipline was domi-
nated by four doctrines:

—the distinction between politics (as the expression of the public
wilD) and administration (as the execution of the public wilD);

—the need for a scientific approach to the study of administra-
tion;

—the objective of using that approach to discover the principles
of administration; and

—the goal of achieving economy and efficiency in government
administration through the application of those principles.®

Although the wisdom of these doctrines can be questioned, their
intellectual impact cannot. The urge to establish firm principles of
public administration and the widespread assumption that good
administration had bureaucratic characteristics created a close asso-
ciation between paradigm and field.%4

Building upon the basic precepts in the Wilsonian paradigm,
students of public administration gradually articulated several
principles of administration. Such concepts as unity of command,
span of control, chain of command, departmentalization by
major functions, and direction by single heads of authority in
subordinate units of administration are assumed to have univer-
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sal applicability in the perfection of administrative arrangements.
Strengthening of the government is viewed as the equivalent of
increasing the authority and powers of the chief executive. Gen-
eral-authority agencies are preferred to limited-authority agen-
cies. Large jurisdictions are preferred to small. Centralized solu-
tions are preferred to the disaggregation of authority among
diverse decision structures.s

Significant challenges to the classical approach to the study of
public administration emerged during the 1930s, and by the 1950s a
logical-positivist model was well on its way to replacing the scien-
tific search for principles.® Nevertheless, the bureaucratic paradigm
had been set and has thrived as the conventional wisdom in public
administration. “Though scholars stress [the principles’] limitations,
no substitute body of normative ideas on how to organize a bureau-
cracy has taken their place. Consequently, consultants and commit-
tees charged with recommending large governmental reorganiza-
tions still regularly fall back upon them.”¢”

Those who have studied public administration know that it takes
more than reasoned criticism, an alternative theory, or a research
program demonstrating the need for (or viability of) an alternative
to overcome the orthodoxy. All those weapons have been used.
The paradigm remains resilient in the face of evidence generated
against it by the very science created by those associated with
establishing it.%

THE RELEVANCE OF BUREAUCRATIC SOLUTIONS. One reason for its
strength is that the bureaucratic paradigm continues to be a source
of solutions to administrative problems. Academics may point out
logical fallacies and contradictions in the model, but government
administrators are more interested in what works. “The decisive
reason for the advance of bureaucratic organization,” observed Max
Weber, “has always been its purely technical superiority over any
other form of organization.”® That superiority is found in the bu-
reaucratic organization’s ability to provide a stable and simplified
environment for carrying out administrative tasks. The productive
capacities of the organization comes from its ability to reshape or
control difficult situations.

Those who challenge the orthodoxy acknowledge some continu-
ing value of the bureaucratic approach but believe that value is
severely limited in today’s turbulent environment. Osborne and



270 ° MELVIN J. DUBNICK

Gaebler, for example, speak of bureaucracies as creatures of the
past that worked superbly

in crisis, when goals were clear and widely shared, when tasks
were relatively straightforward, and when virtually everyone was
willing to pitch in for the cause. . . . Bureaucratic institutions still
work in some circumstances. If the environment is stable, the task
is relatively simple, every customer wants the same service, and
the quality of performance is not critical, a traditional public
bureaucracy can do the job.7

But those preconditions, the authors contend, now exist for only a
few public agencies (social security and public libraries, for exam-
ple); “most government institutions perform increasingly complex
tasks, in competitive, rapidly changing environments, with custom-
ers who want quality and choice.”

These statements reflect a lack of appreciation for the popularity
of bureaucratic solutions among public sector managers and the
power of bureaucratic organizations to reconfigure their working
environments (as well as themselves) in order to achieve the appro-
priate kind of environmental stability and uniformity. In contrast to
the popular antibureaucraticism of the new reformers, Elliot Jaques
comments,

[thirty-five] years of research have convinced me that the mana-
gerial hierarchy is the most efficient, the hardiest, and in fact the
most natural structure ever devised for large organizations. Prop-
erly structured, hierarchy can release energy and creativity, ratio-
nalize productivity, and actually improve morale. Moreover, I
think most managers know this intuitively and have only lacked
a workable structure and a decent intellectual justification for
what they have always known could work and work well.”

Despite Osborne and Gaebler’s statements, the use of bureau-
cratic methods continues to be widespread and is not limited to
stable environments and simple tasks. What is perceived as a move-
ment away from bureaucratic forms is more likely a movement
toward bureaucratic forms that are compatible with the shifting
demands of the public sector. Many and varied public sector spe-
cies have been produced from the bureaucratic genus.”? As Lau-
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rence E. Lynn, Jr. has noted, “while they are unquestionably bu-
reaucracies, government agencies are not the archetypal bureaucra-
cies described by Max Weber.””> Many of these variations are the
products of institutional contexts, others reflect the politics sur-
rounding their establishment, and still others have been adaptations
in the face of change.” Thus what Osborne and Gaebler mistake for
the decline and growing irrelevance of bureaucracy is actually ad-
aptation. The variants differ somewhat from the classical model, but
they retain some of the primary characteristics that made bureau-
cratic methods such a potent force.”

The bureaucratic paradigm continually demonstrates its superior-
ity over alternative approaches by doing more than merely creating
organizations that fit their environs; it transforms itself and its envi-
ronment to render challenging situations more manageable. As an
organizational methodology, bureaucracies can transform difficult
conditions to more simple, placid states or can adapt their own
organizational forms to environmental features conducive to bu-
reaucratic stability.”s Consider, for example, redundant bureaucra-
cies, two agencies or programs that perform the same function.
Although contrary to some of the most fundamental principles of
the bureaucratic paradigm, redundancy is widely accepted in prac-
tice and theory as a potential bureaucratic solution to some situa-
tions. When appropriately designed (or allowed simply to grow)
and applied, redundancy not only provides backup where service
might be interrupted, but also may improve service delivery and
reduce the risks of accidents.””

Max Weber understood the power and implications of
bureaucracies’ transformational qualities: “Once fully established,
bureaucracy is among those social structures which are the hardest
to destroy.””® The staying power of bureaucratic solutions is mani-
fest in their ability to adopt widely varying responses to a shifting
environment—from responses that build solutions using current
organizations and programs to those that develop innovative solu-
tions within the confines of the general bureaucratic paradigm.”

The success of these adaptations may be the real story behind the
cases cited by Osborne and Gaebler and others because the innova-
tive and entrepreneurial actions taken by practitioners have often
been fostered by the very same bureaucratic context that seemed sO
impenetrable and intransigent. T hus while some might regard the
examples Osborne and Gaebler use as demonstrating the possibil-
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ity of a nonbureaucratic paradigm, others see in them a reaffirma-
tion of the bureaucratic capacity to adapt.

This more positive assessment marks an important distinction
between James Q. Wilson’s agenda for deregulating bureaucracy
and the reinventing of Osborne and Gaebler and Barzelay. Wilson
(and other deregulators) understands the problem-solving potential
of government bureaucracies, particularly if they are freed of the
constraints that reduce their ability to adapt. “To evaluate the effi-
ciency of a government agency one first must judge the value of the
constraints under which it operates; to improve its efficiency one
must decide which constraints one is willing to sacrifice.”8

Yet Wilson also acknowledges a darker side to the paradigm that
is fundamental to the hostile opinion many reformers have of bu-
reaucratic methods. The capacities that make bureaucracy adapt so
well can also render it incapable of productive long-term adjust-
ments. Described as “self-reinforcing equilibrium” and “dynamic
conservatism,” it is an affliction manifest in many organizations.®!
The very efforts made to solve problems have consequences that,
unless addressed, will threaten those efforts. Rules established to
bring about conformity in work force behavior generate resistance
that in turn creates the need for more rules or other forms of control
that have further adverse consequences, and so on. Although the
immediate problem may be resolved, the organization “pays a price
for its successful strategies, whose results may prevent the system
from making adaptations essential to growth and vitality.”8?

It is this propensity toward dynamic conservatism that most con-
cerns Wilson.

All organizations seek the stability and comfort that comes from
relying on standard operating procedures—'SOPs.” When results
are unknown or equivocal, bureaus will have no incentive to alter
those SOPs so as better to achieve their goals, only an incentive to
modify them to conform to externally imposed constraints. The
SOPs will represent an internally defined equilibrium that recon-
ciles the situational imperatives, professional norms, bureaucratic
ideologies, peer-group expectations, and . . . leadership de-
mands unique to that agency.s

If this was to occur, there would be little value in relying on bureau-
cratic methods—deregulated or regulated. The solution, Wilson

»

A COUP AGAINST KING BUREAUCRACY? 273

contends, is not to seek an alternative form of government opera-
tions, but to reduce reliance on government.

Despite the potential drawbacks to relying on bureaucratic meth-
ods, bureaucracies remain the primary means for dealing with ad-
ministrative tasks. Turbulent environments have certainly chal-
lenged the capacities of the bureaucratic paradigm, but there is no
indication that it has failed as an adaptable way of dealing with most
of the challenges facing government administrators.

OPERATIONALITY AND FEASIBILITY OF SOLUTIONS. The impression
that the bureaucratic paradigm is relevant to the challenges facing
government administration is strengthened by its ope.rationality anFl
feasibility. These awkward terms reflect major criteria most practi-
tioners apply to any suggestions for reform: can they be translated
into realistic programs both technically and financially?

In a 1992 meeting of public officials and academics called to
discuss the reinventing government agenda, a recurring criticism of
Osborne and Gaebler's book was that it did not adequately describe
“the process by which change occurs, offering instead sugh obﬁus-
catory terms as ‘paradigm shift’ and such seemingly oversimplified
notions as ‘steering, not rowing.””8 It is one thing to tallf ‘about
change, another to do something about it. Although practitioners
might welcome an alternative to the bureaucratic orthodoxy, tf}ey
are unlikely to accept one that does not provide some practical
suggestions. N

Feasibility raises different but related concerns. Unlgss conditions
are ripe no reform program—no matter how detailed and we!l
designed—will be taken seriously, and a large number of copql-
tions come into play. One study of common barriers to proc}uctmty
improvement listed three dozen potential obstacles to public sector
innovations® Some are rooted in general conditions and range
from legal restrictions and political considerations to the shorF time
horizons of the public and elected officials. Even more barriers—
structures and behavioral norms—can block organizational
changes from within.8 And there are personal barriers, reflecting
the fact that ultimately change must depend on the people who
enact it. Considering all these potential obstructions, it seems 2
miracle that change occurs at all.

In both operationality and feasibility, the bureaucratic orthodoxy
has a considerable advantage over any competing paradigm. The
fact that bureaucratic reforms can take place within existing bureau-
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cratized contexts is the principal advantage. Clearly, incremental or
complementary innovations are likely to be easier than the radical
ones that would be required for a shift to nonbureaucratic methods.
For example, Osborne and Gaebler would replace “administrative
mechanisms” with a combination of market mechanisms and com-
munity empowerment. Markets would bring efficiency and effec-
tiveness, while empowered communities would provide the
“warmth and caring” that markets lack.” But while offering exam-
ples to emulate, Osborne and Gaebler fail to elaborate on the
means for achieving them.

Ironically, the reforms that would bring about such innovations
would require that government create the right conditions—chang-
ing market rules, sharing private sector risks, shifting public invest-
ment policies, and so forth.# In other words, government would
have to engage in a radical transformation to create or improve
market mechanisms and community groups while terminating ad-
ministered programs and probably dislocating people currently
served. Implementing changes within existing programs that would
sharpen bureaucrats’ sensitivity to those they serve would seem
more attractive. And there is no shortage of ideas for how to imple-
ment such changes. For example, reforms in teaching organizations
how to learn have received the attention of theorists and practition-
ers alike and are even finding a place in the popular media.#

A related advantage is historical: existing bureaucratic structures
have established relationships that can act as media through which
changes can be processed.” Organizational cultures and manage-
ment strategies, if appropriately used, can reorient an agency.?! And
this approach can be inexpensive, especially in contrast with more
radical reforms that challenge the very existence of those organiza-
tions and the cultural milieu they help define.9?

One must also add to this advantage the growing knowledge
about bureaucratic operations. It is one of the ironies of the bureau-
cratic paradigm that the author of its greatest critical challenge,
Herbert A. Simon, laid the groundwork for administrative sciences,
a cross-disciplinary field that continues to generate and test ideas
relevant to organizational life. Mining the findings of administrative
sciences, analysts have proposed various strategies to increase ef-
fectiveness and productivity within the current bureaucratic frame-

work.” And other approaches to the study of bureaucracy based on
principal-agent models shows promise as an even more fruitful
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expansion of knowledge about public bureaucracies.** As this
knowledge grows and is communicated to practitioners, prospects
of bureaucratic reform increase and the value of debureaucratized
alternatives declines.

It is not surprising, therefore, that there is a growing appreciation
of changes that can be accomplished by working within the bureau-
cratized model of governance. What many public managers have
discovered is that it is often easier to reengineer than to reinvent.?

CULTURAL AND INSTITUTIONAL IMPERATIVES. The final obstacle to
dethroning bureaucracy is more ominous than the rest, forit pit§ the
advocates of debureaucratization against the power of America’s
cultural institutions. For all its problems, the bureaucratic paradigm
remains compatible with America’s institutional norms and the cul-
tural values that undergird them.

Administrative reform is more than a political act. It is also an act
of cultural change, reflecting and challenging basic social valu.es.
The public administration Alexis de Tocqueville observed during
his travels in the United States was that in small autonomous com-
munities where democratic culture placed greater emphasis on
turnover than on recordkeeping: “After one brief moment of power,
officials are lost again amid the everchanging crowd, and asa result,
the proceedings of American society often leave fewer traces than
do events in a private family.® The transition toward a new .CUI-
ture—one based on a national community having to fa_lce nation-
wide challenges—called for a transformation in admimstratngq as
well. The triumph of the bureaucratic paradigm over the classicism

and idealism of the post—Civil War period took several decadfes:97 In
establishing a new conceptual order, it also created an administra-
tive state and corporate complex hardly imaginable at thg turn of
the century.? The cultural milieu fostering the new paradigm was,
like all milieus, a compromise between values of the past and
future. Thus while it promoted the adoption of more efficient‘ bu-
reaucratic methods in both public and private sectors, it maintgmed
some biases from an agrarian past deeply suspicious of big business

overnment.
an’(lj‘}%e result was a cultural dialectic that has both defined and
plagued the public sector. The emergence of bureau.cracy lejd to;?e
complementary triumph of values conducive to hierarchical life.
This hierarchical culture valued social relationships based on ipe-
cialized roles for different people—an arrangement that would “en-
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able people to live together more harmoniously than alternative
arrangements.”® But bureaucratization also created a reactionary
response, an urge for individualism and life among friends in the
small autonomous community of earlier times.1®

This seemingly self-contradictory setting has encouraged both
facilitation and restraint of bureaucratic power. The vehicles for
implementing that dualistic imperative have been four complex
institutions that act as alternative accountability systems that pro-
vide the context of rules and options within which government
administrators operate. 101

—A political system that stresses the need for public agencies and
administrators to be responsive, particularly to members of the
legislature and agency constituents.

—A legal system focusing administrators’ attention on the fact
that theirs is a fiduciary relationship, filled with contractual and
other legal obligations.

—A bierarchical system in which administrative positions are
organized in superordinate-subordinate arrangement, with the top
layers having the greatest responsibility and powers.

—A professional system through which qualified deference is
given to specialists.10?

The four accountability systems represent four primary values of
the administrative state: political responsiveness, the rule of law,
efficiency, and deference to expertise.1% Most have deep roots in
U.S. constitutional traditions. Three of the four mirror the Founders’
views that there are three forms of legitimate government authority:
legislative, requiring political responsiveness; executive, associated
with the desire for efficiency; and judicial, reflecting a commitment
to the rule of law.% The four systems also represent a balance
between those who believe bureaucratic institutions can control
themselves (through hierarchical and professional mechanisms)
and those who contend that external restrictions (political forces
and legal requirements) are needed.!% Furthermore, the systems
can be separated into those that tend to specify what bureaucratic
agencies can and cannot do (legal and hierarchical) and those that
provide for greater discretion (professional and political).

The importance of these accountability systems in day-to-day
operations of government agencies varies, but their impact is signif-
icant. They shape public administrators’ efforts and assist them to
manage diverse and often conflicting expectations. One or two will
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be most important in a given period, but in times of crisis all four
can come into play.

These accountability systems have remained stable, reinforced by
the relatively unchanging public attitude toward government ad-
ministrators. To be successful, major reforms of the pubhc. l?ureau-
cracy will have to contend with the established cultural milieu and
institutional setting. This is perhaps the greatest obstacle to the
success of the debureaucratization movement.

Among the major advocates of reform, only the deregulators
seem aware of the obstacles. James Q. Wilson, for egample, accepts
the need for a trade-off between the popular desire for effect'lve
government and equally popular demand for coptrols and restraints
on bureaucratic power. Because this trade-off is deeply rooted in
the American constitutional regime, reéforms that require fundamen-

might just be too costly.?° ‘

tal(:c:;i;lg:(} TI%E B]UREAUCRATIC CULTURE. The deb}lr-eal}cr?[iZ'aFlon
movement has yet to get its agenda clear and is st.111 in its mc1plen(;
stage politically. The people committed to promoting it must spen
most of their energies in dealing with those challenges. However,
all their efforts will be for naught unless they Copfront the .cultural
and institutional power of the bureaucratic paradigm. qumcgd of
the inherent problems with bureaucracy and bureauc.:rat'lc solutions,
the reformers might ignore the realities that.sustan.l it. Al'though
bureaucratic government has few defen_ders, it remains an ?mport(i
ant and pervasive structure of our political, economic, social, an
cultural lives. “The way in which a bureaucracy operates cannot l?e
explained simply by knowing its tasks and thfe economic and polt;-
ical incentives that it confronts,” James Q. Wilson has commented.
“ akes a difference.”%

nggrz rgowerful cultural force be successfully challenged? Yes,
if one takes a sweeping view of history. Is such a.powerful cul-
tural force easily challenged? Perhaps not. I*?stabhshed cultures
are more than value systems; they are ways of llfe. Once they are as
firmly established as the bureaucratic culture is, they perpetuate
themselves through adaptation, cooptation, and dozens of other

jes.108 ‘

Str’i‘toe%ieal with the cultural barriers, the new reformers will need t(;
do two things. First, they will have to develop a strategy for culturg
change that complements their political efforts. Cultural change 18
difficult but possible, particularly in times of turbulence.

¢
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That human perception is everywhere culturally biased does not
mean that people can make the world come out any way they
wish. Surprise—the discrepancy between the expected and the
actual—is of central importance in dislodging individuals from
their way of life. Change occurs when successive events inter-
vene in such a manner as to prevent a way of life from delivering
on the expectations it has generated, thereby prompting individ-
uals to seek more promising alternatives.1o

Developing a strategy to take advantage of such discrepancies
should be high on the movement’s list.

Second, the new reformers must develop and continuously pro-
mote images to replace those that now support the bureaucratic
paradigm. Regardless of their validity, images suggest stories and
attitudes extracted from stories that tell people the way things are or
the way they ought to be. They establish models for how people act
or think they ought to act, and generate expectations that influence
behavior and assessment of human actions.!1°

The bureaucratic culture is reflected in four popular images of
public administration. The most common is that of the impersonal
bureaucrat, an image so deeply ingrained that Americans freely
associate bureaucrat with all public sector workers. The image
comes close to the kafkaesque stereotype of the warders who arrest
K in The Trial'' Another image is that of the agent, the public
administrator as someone hired to perform certain tasks in certain
ways. Here the stereotype comes from the world of crime and
espionage, where public servants (although we rarely think of them
as such) commit to completing a mission. A third image is that of the
public administrator as the politician, someone whose job is to
satisfy his or her constituency by representing their interests and
making decisions on their behalf. Finally, there is the public admin-
istrator as the expert hired for his or her knowledge and skills who
is expected to apply them in a professional manner to the problems
of government.

Most discussions of public administration refer to these myths,
but it is the image of the bureaucrat that dominates, reflecting the
dominance of the bureaucratic paradigm and the public’s suspi-
cious view of public servants. Replacing that image, or at least
reducing its salience, is an important task for the new reformers.
This might prove difficult. The minimalists, for example, have al-
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ways relied on some variation of the bureaucrat myth in their
analysis of what is wrong with government administration. In con-
trast, Osborne and Gaebler make clear that reinventing government
is not another form of bureaucrat-bashing rhetoric: “our intention is
to bash bureaucracies, not bureaucrats.”!'2 As for the deregulators,
they see their objective as restoring the public’s trust in publ%c
administration, and thereby “restoring a sense of pride in public
service.”113

Conclusion

Growing numbers of people are joining the chorus for ajdrninis-
trative reform, and a new movement is emerging with considerable
political support. Succeeding at reform is not merely a matter Qf
articulating a program and developing the necessary po}mcal will
and strength to implement it, although those are very important
tasks. Displacing the dominant paradigm is crucial, and that will be
no easy task. . ' .

Perhaps the most foolish thing reformers could do is believe th?lr
own rhetoric. The need to rationalize major changes and energize
the political forces required to succeed is bound to result in some
overstatement. Such overstatement might be expected of the mini-
malists, who still carry the ideological baggage of their years in
power under Reagan and Bush. For the advocates of rein\'/entmg
government, the power of anecdotes and catchy labels will only
take them so far. The more analytical deregulators, in contrast, may
find it difficult to sustain their enthusiasm and support for the
movement in light of their awareness of the formidable challenges
the coalition faces.. o

will the new reformers succeed? It is hard to be very optimistic.
The cultural hurdle will prove the most difficult, for the distrust of
government remains strong despite the growing willingpess c?f
Americans to live with greater government involvement in their
lives under the Clinton administration. So long as trust is weak, the
public will not support reforms that give public administrators more
discretion, even with the promise of more innovative, productive,
and efficient government.

Nevertheless, if it can find leaders who can mobilize support .ar.ld |
sustain political and cultural strategies for change, a new adminis-
trative culture might reshape government during the next decade. If

I
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it does, it will most likely be a variation of debureaucratization with
features strongly influenced by the deregulators. Although the min-
imalists and reinventors now get greater attention, the deregulators
are more strategically positioned to meet the intellectual, political,

practical, cultural, and institutional challenges facing administrative
reformers.
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