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■ PREFACE TO THE FOURTH ED I T ION

It is nearly twenty years since we sat down to write the first edition of this book. Back in
1997/8 we certainly thought we could see a need for a book of this sort, but we have been
delighted by the way in which PMR—as we call it—has become a standard text. By early
2016 it had attracted nearly 6,000 scientific citations, and it has been translated into many
languages. One consequence of this wide usage is that the pressure increases regularly to
update the book. Much has changed, nationally and internationally, since the third
edition appeared in 2011, and we believe that the cumulative weight of these changes
reinforces the case for a fourth edition. In particular, since 2010, for most of our twelve
countries, there has been a shift into an era of fiscal austerity, the end of which is not yet
clearly in sight. As we will see, this colours many aspects of public management reform, in
a variety of complex ways.
In this text we have retained the overall structure of the third edition but have been

through every line, rewriting and updating the data and the references. We have also
added substantial new sections on austerity and on the impacts of external ‘megatrends’
such as climate change and demographic change. Our reflections in the final chapter have,
we hope, evolved to acknowledge the additional complexities introduced by these new
considerations. In the remainder of this preface we explain in more detail the scope and
sequence of this new edition.

Scope

Our subject—comparative management reform—has grown tremendously over the past
three decades. It has changed significantly even since the first edition of this book. The
literature has expanded fast and the diversity of perspectives and techniques has also
increased.
We have stuck to the same twelve countries (plus the European Commission) as in the

second and third editions. The practical reasons for thus restricting our focus are several.
To begin with, a dozen states is already a lot to handle, in the sense of becoming familiar
with the details of their reform histories. Further, in order to minimize misunderstandings
and superficial interpretations, we took an early decision not to include states which
neither of us had recently visited. Additionally, in only two cases were neither of us at
least minimally able to understand the mother tongue: Italy and Sweden. In the case of
Italy we were fortunate in obtaining the detailed help of a leading Italian scholar, Edoardo
Ongaro (see, for example, Ongaro, 2009). In the case of Sweden, so many documents are
published in English as well as Swedish that we felt somewhat reassured. In every country
we also contacted resident scholars who generously helped us check our facts and impres-
sions (see the Acknowledgements for details). For these various reasons we arrived at our
final list of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,



New Zealand, Sweden, the United Kingdom, the United States, and the European Com-
mission. With considerable regret, we resisted the tempting invitations from various
parties to add (inter alia) Brazil, Denmark, Estonia, Japan, and Norway to our portfolio.

Choosing a time period also has implications. As in previous editions, we have started
the clock in 1980. That makes reasonable sense, in so far as the first waves of New Public
Management-type reforms began to appear internationally in the early and mid-1980s. It
does mean, however, that we have a huge additional quantity of more recent material, all
to be fitted into roughly the same number of pages as before. A high degree of selectivity
has therefore been unavoidable.

In a nutshell, therefore, the fourth edition holds to the same geographical scope as the
third edition, but has to cover much more material because of the longer period covered
and the extensive reform activity during that period.

Sequence of chapters

The purpose of Chapter 1 is twofold. First, it indicates the scope of the book: the nature of
the subject matter and how broadly and deeply we will cover it. Second, it introduces
readers to some of themain recent debates in the field. These will be summarized here, and
then continually picked up in the later chapters, as we proceed. The intention is to give a
strong flavour of what our subject is about—what gets scholars (and often practitioners)
excited, and where the main arguments and controversies currently lie. It also introduces
three major models or visions of what the substance of public management reform has
been (or, in some cases, should be). These three models are then picked up at various
points throughout the rest of the book. The chapter includes a substantial new section on
the impacts of austerity in Europe and North America. Austerity is a policy, but also a
theory (Blyth, 2013), and as such it interacts with our other three models in complex ways.

Chapter 2 introduces a model of the process of public management reform which is
basically similar to that in previous editions. However, experiences using the book for
teaching students have led us to revise our original explanations of what the model does
and does not do. Its advantages and limitations should now be significantly clearer. One
particularly important development of the original material is the inclusion of a discussion
relating what is basically a model of the process of change in one country to the increas-
ingly important international dimension of management reform. We also show how
austerity feeds through the various processes under consideration.

The revision of Chapter 3 has benefited considerably from the rapid recent growth in
comparative studies (Pollitt, 2011). While we see no need to alter our original list of key
factors, there is nowmuchmore scholarly and empirical backup for this approach, and we
cite a good deal of it. There have been extensive revisions to the data used in this chapter.

Chapter 4 has been rewritten. As with Chapter 3, much data updating was necessary.
More importantly, perhaps, scholarly debates about trajectories have become steadily
more sophisticated, and we have tried to reflect these various arguments. Again, austerity
features as a significant recent trajectory, albeit far more intense in some countries than
others.
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Chapter 5 is still entitled ‘Results: through a glass darkly’. However, since the first edition
there has been an explosion of international indices and ‘league tables’ pertaining to
various aspects of governance (see, e.g., Dixon et al., 2008; Pollitt, 2010b; Stanig, 2014).
This growth industry has spawned both new data and new problems and controversies.
We do our best to engage with these.
Chapter 6 is not dramatically different from that in the third edition, but it does

incorporate some new observations about the changing relationships between politicians
and public servants during the recent period of fiscal squeeze. A number of important new
works have examined these issues (e.g. Hood et al, 2014; Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015),
and we seek to incorporate their insights within our own framework.
Chapter 7, we understand, has always been something of a favourite chapter in teaching

and learning, and we have retained the basic structure from the third edition. We have,
however, introduced somemore recent examples and illustrations, and slightly elaborated
the treatment of the temporal dimension.
In Chapter 8 we once more take the opportunity to look back at the large canvas

constituted by the seven earlier chapters. Readers will make up their own minds concern-
ing the quality of these reflections, but, for our part, we believe that the mixture or
balance, though not utterly transformed since the third edition, does reflect some signifi-
cant changes in our interpretations of the ‘big picture’.
In short, this fourth edition reflects both significant developments in scholarship and

huge changes in the external environment since we wrote the third edition. Our aim and
hope is that these developments will refresh the book in such a way that it remains useful
both to new academics and their students and to those who may already have used earlier
editions, but now require something more up to date. Most of all, we hope that the fourth
edition still reflects our fascination with our vital subject matter, a fascination that spurred
us to start writing the first edition in 1997, and still has us firmly in its grip.
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1 Comparative public
management reform: an
introduction to the key
debates

We’ve got a government in a box, ready to roll in.

(General Stanley A. McChrystal, senior American commander in Afghanistan, speaking

at the beginning of an offensive to retake territory from the Taliban in southern

Afghanistan, February 2010, quoted in Filkins, 2010)

1.1 Purpose

As soon as we saw the above quotation we thought General McChrystal was sadly mis-
taken. Subsequent events favoured our assessment rather than his. No government can be
instantly rolled out from a box, not even in far less adverse circumstances than obtained in
southern Afghanistan in 2010. In this book we are looking not at Afghanistan, but at the
relatively stable and prosperous democracies of Australasia, Europe, and North America—
and yet we remain less optimistic about what can be achieved (and how it can be done)
than the American commander. Understanding what is and is not possible in public
management reform (which is, of course, only one part of government reform) and seeing
over what timescales changes of different types may be hoped for are far from straightfor-
ward. We cannot offer a six-steps-to-success cookbook (and we doubt if anybody can) but
we can draw out an international map of the debates and the events of the last generation.
From this we may elicit some cautious conclusions about what has and has not been
achieved under widely varying circumstances. Our aim is thus to provide a comparative
analytic account of public management thinking and reform in twelve developed coun-
tries over the period since 1980.
Lest our opening scepticism be interpreted as ‘negativity’, we should also affirm that

such a broad perspective actually provides plenty of evidence of beneficial change, and
that we certainly think that good management can and does make a big difference to the
impacts and legitimacy of governments. Examples of successful reforms will be cited as we
go along. It is just that the imagery of conjuring good government out of a box finds no
resonance at all in the massive corpus of evidence that we are about to review. For good
reasons, which we will explain, it can never be that simple—or that quick.



1.2 Scope

We focus on public management reform, defined for our purposes as:

Deliberate attempts to change the structures, processes, and/or cultures of public sector organizations with
the objective of getting them (in some sense) to run better.

This is a deliberately open and wide definition which clearly leaves all sorts of important
question still to be answered. For example, ‘structures or processes’ could be the organiza-
tional structures of ministries and agencies, or the processes by which public servants are
recruited, trained, promoted, and dismissed, or the legal and administrative relationships
between the citizens using public services and the organizations providing them. Or again,
‘cultures’ could be loosely defined or even misidentified by would-be reformers. Finally,
‘getting them to run better’ could mean getting these organizations to run more effi-
ciently, or ensuring that they are more responsive to the citizens who use them, or
focusingmore strongly on achieving their official objectives (reducing poverty, promoting
exports, etc.). It should be obvious that these different kinds of objective will sometimes
trade off against each other, e.g. a more efficient service that minimizes the taxpayers’
money spent on each of its activities may not simultaneously be able to increase its
responsiveness to citizens or effectiveness in achieving policy goals. So the phrase ‘in
some sense’ may stand for some difficult choices and decisions about what the priorities
really are. Reforms and ‘modernization’ almost always necessitate some awkward choices
of this kind: decision makers are obliged to decide what they think is most important—
they can seldom hope to have everything at the same time (although, rhetorically,
reformers often claim that they can).

The empirical area (locus) to which we apply this definition of reform is very broad, but
yet it is still much less than the total field of public management. In brief, we have chosen
to apply ourselves mainly to central government in twelve specific countries, plus the manage-
ment of the European Commission. Thus, obviously, we do not deal with reforms in the
hundreds of other countries or with reforms at regional or local level, or with reforms in
international organizations other than the EUCommission. Central government, however,
means much more than ministries and ‘high politics’. It includes vital-but-unobtrusive
services like registering births and deaths (central in some countries, local in others),
or issuing driving licences. It includes both regulatory and executive agencies, which
may be ‘at arm’s length’ from ministries and ministers, often with a degree of statutory
independence. It involves major services such as national police forces, and public hos-
pitals, schools, and universities. In most countries these services employ far more staff and
spend much more money than do the ministries themselves. However, the qualifying
phrase ‘in most countries’ is important. The split of services between central governments
(our focus) and subnational governments varies a lot between countries, and also some-
what over time. Thus, for example, central government is responsible for a much bigger
share of services in New Zealand or the UK than in Germany, Finland, or the USA.

Yet this broad sweep still leaves a lot out. In all countries, governments seek to achieve
many of their purposes through contracts or partnerships with non-governmental organ-
izations. In some countries (such as the USA and the UK) this zone of ‘contracted-out’ yet
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still public activity is truly enormous, and some critics have begun to write of the ‘hollow
state’ (e.g. Milward and Provan, 2000; Frederickson and Frederickson, 2006). It includes
the work of charitable organizations and other non-profit bodies that form part of civil
society, as well as for-profit companies that inhabit the market sector. Some of these
contractors and partners are quite small, local organizations, while others are large and
multinational. In other countries, such as Germany or Belgium, religious and social
foundations (‘civil associations’) continue to play an important role in providing key
social, healthcare, and educational services. Thus this zone embraces both purely com-
mercial contracting and subcontracting and more close and intimate public–private
partnerships (PPPs—Bovaird and Tizzard, 2009) or long-standing charitable provision.
We will not focus directly on most of this activity. We do note the shifts towards
contracting out and partnerships, and we observe that this has been pursued to different
degrees and in different ways in different countries, but we do not study these hybrid
organizations per se. However, the growth of this penumbra to the core public sector is a
key feature of ‘governance’ and ‘network’ approaches, and we will need to return to it at
various points in the book.
Figure 1.1 should help clarify our focus. Our book is concerned with reform in the right-

hand side of the inner circle—where it is marked as ‘management’. Indeed, it is mainly
concerned with only the upper quartile of that circle—the shaded part that relates to
central government rather than subnational governments.
Yet Figure 1.1 is itself far from perfect—like most diagrams it clarifies some issues while

raising others. For example, it shows a borderzone between the public and private sector
(this is a zone that most scholars accept has grown over the past few decades). In this zone,
for example, a private company may be contracted by government to provide a public
service, or government may lay down regulations to govern safety in civil associations
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Figure 1.1 The focus of this book
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such as sports clubs or even churches. In a way the idea of a borderzone may not be the
most realistic graphic representation. It is perhaps a bit too neat for what are in practice
myriad complex, overlapping public ‘tentacles’ which reach out deep into both civil
society and the business sector. Similarly, the tentacles of the private sector reach into
the heart of government. Government offices may be cleaned by private sector contrac-
tors. Government computers may be supplied and maintained by private sector compan-
ies, and so on. However, rather than attempt a potentially confusing figure that involved
overlapping spiders’ webs we chose a simple and static representation—just to get started.

A second noteworthy feature of Figure 1.1 is the jagged line between ‘politics’ and
‘management’ that crosses the inner circle of the government system (both at national
and subnational levels). The jaggedness is our rather feeble attempt to represent another
set of relationships that are probably too complex to be entirely captured in a simple
graphic. Suffice it to say here that the sensitive relationship between the political and the
managerial has been a perennially debated issue within the academic field of public
administration and management (see, e.g., Peters and Pierre, 2004). It will be touched
on again in almost every chapter, but particularly in Chapter 6. Our focus is on manage-
ment, but the insights of many previous scholars demonstrate that we cannot understand
public management without also paying attention to political structures and processes.

A third feature of Figure 1.1 is the channel connecting public management within the
government system with ‘other governments’, ‘international bodies’, and ‘international
management consultancies’, all of which lie outside the particular country which may be
under consideration. Once more, this is a form of graphical shorthand. It is intended to
depict the fact that—increasingly—reform ideas circulate round international networks,
not just national ones. Governments copy other governments. Ministers and civil servants
also swap ideas at meetings of the OECD (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development), or the EU Council of Ministers, or the World Bank. Governments in many
countries have also made increasing use of advice frommanagement consultants, and the
big management consultancies are multinational companies (Saint Martin, 2005). We will
have more to say about the emergence of this international community for reform later.

It is important to realize that the main borderlines between the different elements in
Figure 1.1 may shift over time. For example, new powers may be devolved from central
government to subnational authorities, or powers may be taken away from subnational
authorities and centralized at the national level. The public private borderzone—as men-
tioned earlier—may expand, with private corporations taking over more and more of the
running of public services. These dynamics will be noted and discussed throughout the
book, but we begin here with this relatively simple, static representation.

1.3 Recent debates in the field

Of course, in one chapter we cannot cover all the different arguments and debates that a
growing and increasingly international community of public management scholars have
spawned over even the past ten years, let alone a longer period. We have had to be
selective, so in the following sections we pick out what we consider to be the most
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important or interesting topics, and attempt to summarize the arguments. Those who
wish to go deeper are urged to consult the references that we supply as a starting point for
further study.
These are the issues we have chosen:

• Why has public management reform become a much more prominent issue than it was
in the 1950s or 1960s? (Section 1.4)

• What has been the main direction of reform? (Section 1.5)

• Has there been a global convergence on one particular way of managing the public
sector, or are there a variety of models? (Section 1.6)

• Internationally, how successful has the New Public Management (NPM) been?
(Section 1.7)

• What other models—apart from the NPM—have been influential? (Section 1.8)

• What, in particular, are we to make of ‘networks’? (Section 1.9)

• And what is the significance of the so-called shift from government to ‘governance’?
(Section 1.10)

• What are the implications for public management reform of the period of fiscal austerity
which has followed the global economic crisis of 2008–10? (Section 1.11)

Finally, we introduce some more epistemological or methodological issues:

• What kind of answers should we be looking for—models and menus? (Section 1.12)

• What kinds of methods are used in comparative research? (Section 1.13)

• Reflections and conclusions: management reforms caught between ‘is’ and ‘ought’?
(Section 1.14)

Most of these issues are closely interconnected, so one section leads into the next.

1.4 Why has public management reform become a much
more prominent issue than it was in the 1950s or 1960s?

Back in the 1950s, public management reform was different in two particular but funda-
mental ways. First, it was generally treated as a technical or legal rather than a political or
economic matter—it was usually a question of rather dull organizational and procedural
changes. It was not normally something that party leaders or the mass media made much
public fuss about. There was nothing like the stream of reform white papers and glossy
brochures which we have become accustomed to more recently in many European coun-
tries and in North America. Second, it was an essentially national or even sectoral matter.
Germans made their reforms in the light of German circumstances and history, as did the
French, the British, the Americans, and so on. There was little international debate about
such issues, and the usual assumption was that each country ploughed its own furrow.
This attitude was reinforced—in many countries—by the important role constitutional
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and administrative law played in administrative reform. The relevant framework of law
was very different in France from that in the UK, and in the USA it was different again—
therefore the reforms themselves were likely to be different. International fora such as the
OECD Public Management Committee or the United Nations Public Administration
Network (UNPAN)—which subsequently became influential talking shops for public man-
agement reform—did not then exist. Neither did the multinational management consult-
ancies which, since the late 1980s, have come to play such an influential role in the
reforms of many countries. The enormous subsequent growth of institutionalized, inter-
national management networks had not yet taken place (Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall,
2002; Saint Martin, 2005). Similarly, in the academic world, we know of no substantial
group of scholars who at that time made comparative public administration a consistent
focus for debate, research, and publication. As far as the developed world was concerned
there were a few isolated works, frequently of a predominantly legal/constitutional nature,
and that was all (Pollitt, 2011). There was, however, a considerable body of comparative
‘development’ administration pertaining mainly to the developing world. This frequently
proposed Western models as the ideal towards which developing countries should aspire.

With the advantage of hindsight, we can see that this ‘low-profile localism’ began to
change in some countries in the late 1960s and early 1970s, and then began to affect many
more from the late 1970s/early 1980s. The first wave—which was principally concerned
with more rational strategic policymaking and evaluation—took place mainly in the USA,
the UK, and France (Premchand, 1983; Pollitt, 1984; Wildavsky, 1979). It coincided with
and was part of a period of ‘high modernism’ when rapid advances in science and
technology, combined with a huge growth in the university-based study of the social
sciences, seemed to hold out the promise of a more rational ‘designed’ set of public policies
and institutions (see, e.g., Dror, 1971 or Prime Minister, 1970).

The second wave seems to have been connected to the global economic disturbances of
the 1970s, and the spreading belief that governments had become ‘overloaded’ and that
Western welfare states had become unaffordable, ineffective, and overly constraining on
employers and citizens alike (e.g. King, 1976; Held, 1984; O’Connor, 1973). Onemight say
that the modernist optimism of the 1960s had been replaced as a spur to reform by the
dismal prospect of fiscal crisis and governmental overreach. At any event, there arose a
fast-spreading desire to make government more businesslike—to save money, increase
efficiency, and simultaneously oblige public bureaucracies to act more responsively
towards their citizen-users (e.g. Boston et al., 1996; Pollitt, 1993). This time the trend
wasmore widely felt so that, for example, among our selected countries, Australia, Canada,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden, the UK and the USA all launched major pro-
grammes of central government reform during the 1980s. The leading ideas later became
known as the New Public Management (NPM). It is a term which has (rather confusingly)
come to be used to cover a very wide range of reforms in an equally broad spread of
countries (Pollitt, 2016a).

This second wave began during times of global economic downturn, but continued
through the subsequent upturn. The drive for greater efficiency and improved service
quality spread to more and more countries and lasted through the 1980s and well into
the 1990s. Its character is elaborated in Section 1.5. But, as the 1990s progressed, its
‘personality’ began to change. Reforms stayed high on many political agendas, but the
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talk turned to ‘governance’, ‘partnerships’, ‘joined-up government’/‘whole of govern-
ment’, and then to ‘trust’ and ‘transparency’. In other words, the agenda seemed to
shift. This was a complex process, proceeding faster and further in some countries than
in others (as had the earlier reform waves). Efficiency and quality did not disappear from
view—both remained as persistent concerns—but they tended to be overshadowed by
these newer totems. Precisely why the agenda changed in this way is not entirely clear. To
some extent there was a reaction against some of the unwanted or unpopular effects of the
earlier, NPM wave of reform. It was believed that the reforms of the 1980s and early 1990s
had fragmented public sector organizations, producing fewer large, multi-purpose forms
and more single- or few-purpose organizations, each pursuing more explicitly defined
sets of goals and targets (Bouckaert et al., 2010). What is more, these new agencies were
often deliberately positioned ‘at arm’s length’ from ministers, partly in order to give the
managers greater freedom to manage (Pollitt et al., 2004). But as more and more such
organizations came into existence, governments began to realize that there were both
coordination problems (getting many different public sector organizations cooperatively
to pursue the same overall policy objective) and problems of political accountability (the
arm’s-length agencies were harder for ministers to control, but in most cases, if they did
unpopular things, it was still ministers who got the blame from the media and the public).
For these reasons, therefore, ‘strategy’, ‘joining up’, and ‘inter-service coordination’ all rose
up political agendas.
Another slogan that achieved very wide circulation was ‘e-government’. There was no

shortage of ideas about how the rapidly developing information technologies could
revolutionize public sector productivity, provide citizens with faster and better informa-
tion and access to services, and even usher in a new wave of participatory democracy.
Governments in many countries made large investments in new computer systems and
web-based communications systems. Sometimes these did indeed bring substantial bene-
fits, but there were also many cases of spiralling costs and systems which underperformed
or failed to work altogether (Committee of Public Accounts, 2000; Dunleavy et al., 2006a;
OECD, 2005a). While we will mention some of these projects as we go through the book,
and while there is no question but that developments in information and communica-
tions technologies (ICTs) have been very important for governments, the point to make
here is that e-government is not a model in itself. Neither does it line up exclusively with
any one of the models mentioned in this chapter (NPM, networks, governance, etc.).
In effect there are many versions of e-government: an e-government that reinforces
traditional bureaucratic hierarchies, an e-government that facilitates the NPM, an
e-government that is designed to promote networking and wider concepts of governance.
A great deal depends on the particular context in which a given e-technology is intro-
duced, with what purposes, and so on (Bekkers and Homburg, 2005; Pollitt, 2012).
It is hard to know whether this shifting agenda—governance, partnerships,

e-government, and so on—constituted a ‘third wave’, or, if it did, quite how to characterize
that wave. Indeed, writing in terms of ‘waves’ is no more than a general heuristic—the
detail of public sector reforms often turns out to be more like geological sedimentation,
where new layers overlie but do not replace or completely wash away the previous layer,
and older strata frequently poke through to the surface. Individual organizations may
retain their names but somewhat change their purposes (‘displacement’), while in other
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cases new organizations are set up to work alongside older ones. The combinations of
hybrid forms can become very complex indeed (Mahoney and Thelen, 2010 offer a
detailed conceptual scheme). In the competing narratives since the late 1990s, different
commentators have favoured very different emphases—some have given pride of place to
‘governance’, some to ‘networks and partnerships’, some to ‘transparency’ and ‘participa-
tion’, some use the general term ‘post-NPM’, and some just refer to ‘globalization’. Here we
will simply make a very brief note of some of these ‘big ideas’, continuing to a more
detailed treatment of them later in the book.

In addition to strategy and ‘joining up’, the late 1990s and early 2000s brought a rising
political awareness that governments appeared to be losing public trust. To some extent
politicians themselves exacerbated this by exploiting the ‘politics of fear’—playing on
fears of terrorism, or immigration, or the collapse of the pensions system or the healthcare
system or some other key state system. The idea that this apparent loss of trust could be
restored by offering the public more transparent and responsive services began to appear
in speeches and official documents (although, as we shall see later, it is not clear at all that
trust in the political system can be restored by such an approach—Llewellyn et al., 2013;
Van de Walle et al., 2008). Parallel to this—and related to it—this was also a time when
many countries adopted new freedom of information legislation. In 1986 only eleven
countries had freedom of information legislation, but by 2004 the number was fifty-nine
(OECD, 2005b; Roberts, 2006).

Perhaps even more important, this was a period when ‘globalization’ became a subject
for widespread political and media discussion. This seemed to have major implications for
public administrations, for at least two reasons. First, governments needed to develop the
capacity to represent themselves effectively in the ever-expanding international networks
of international institutions (Held, 2004). The ‘Little Englander’ (or ‘Little German’ or
‘Little Australian’) option of just looking after one’s own domestic business and ignor-
ing international organizations and networks began to look more and more costly and
unrealistic. Second, on the economic front, governments, through their own efficiency
or inefficiency, and through a variety of regulatory arrangements, helped sustain—or
handicap—national economic competitiveness. In some cases multinational corporations
appear to have penetrated governments and heavily influenced political agendas in line
with their own interests (Wilks, 2013). Also, because of the importance of ‘big data’ in
policies and service delivery, and increasing use by governments of the ‘cloud’, there is a
growing anxiety of ‘government by Google’ (Bouckaert and Crompvoets, 2016).

These different pressures each appeared to point towards reform in the basic machinery
of the state. One might even say that, as national governments became less dominant and
less authoritative actors in their own territories (because of, inter alia, globalization,
decentralization, the rise of an active citizenry, and a more aggressive mass media), so
the spotlight fell even more harshly upon public management. Public management
became one of the most politically popular answers to a range of these challenges—here,
at least, was something ministers in national governments seemingly could fashion and
control—their own organizations and staff. When, in 2008, the world was suddenly
engulfed in a global financial and economic crisis, sure enough, public management was
soon to the fore. Politicians and other commentators in various countries demanded new
systems of national and international regulation for financial institutions. Ministers, who
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had radically unbalanced public finances by using huge sums of public money to prop up
failing banks and commercial firms, were soon to be found promising that yet more
reforms would ensure that the now-necessary public spending cuts would focus on
‘waste’ and would not lead to real quality reductions in basic services such as education
and healthcare. Instead, even more ‘productivity’ would be squeezed out of services that,
in some cases, had already officially been raising productivity for the past quarter-century.
After some months of this kind of rhetoric, however, it became increasingly clear that
‘waste-bashing’ and productivity improvement alone would not do the trick. These were
important components, but the sheer scale of expenditure reductions that were said to be
needed meant that ‘real’ cuts in ‘real’ services were unavoidable (Kickert and Randma-Liiv,
2015; Pollitt, 2010a). From the autumn of 2010 there were large-scale demonstrations
against public service cuts all over Europe.
Thus public management reform has come far from the dusty, technical, and legalistic

days of the 1950s. It has become a key element in many party manifestos, in many
countries. It has internationalized. It has acquired bodies of doctrine, and a set of com-
peting models and approaches. In short, it has ‘arrived’.

1.5 What has been the main direction of reform?

As already indicated, the period from the mid-1960s to the late 1970s is frequently
regarded as the golden age of planning. But our book begins its review from 1980, and
by that time the planners were already in retreat. Neither the British Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher (1979–89) nor the US President Ronald Reagan (1980–8) were any
friends of planning. They, and many of their advisers, favoured a more ‘businesslike’
approach. Gradually, partly through doctrine and partly through trial and error, this
general attitude crystallized into a more specific set of recipes for public sector reform. By
the early 1990s a number of influential commentators appeared to believe that there was
one clear direction—at least in the Anglophone world. This general direction was soon
labelled as the New Public Management (NPM) or (in the USA) Reinventing Government
(a seminal article here was Hood, 1991). An American management consultant and a city
manager, who wrote a bestseller entitled Reinventing government and then became advis-
ers to the US vice president on a major reform programme, were convinced that the
changes they saw were part of a global trend. They claimed that ‘entrepreneurial gov-
ernment’ (as they called it) was both worldwide and ‘inevitable’ (Osborne and Gaebler,
1992, pp. 325–8). At about the same time the financial secretary of the UK Treasury
(a junior minister) made a speech claiming that the UK was in the forefront of a global
movement:

All around the world governments are recognising the opportunity to improve the quality and
effectiveness of the public sector. Privatisation, market testing and private finance are being used in
almost every developing country. It’s not difficult to see why. (Dorrell, 1993)

The increasingly influential Public Management Committee of the OECD (PUMA) came
out with a series of publications that seemed to suggest that most of the developed world,
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at least, was travelling along roughly the same road. This direction involved developing
performance management, introducing more competition into the public sector, offering
quality and choice to citizens, and strengthening the strategic, as opposed to the oper-
ational role of the centre (e.g. OECD, 1995).

There have beenmany definitional disputes and ambiguities about exactly what the key
elements of this general direction were supposed to be: ‘There is now a substantial branch
industry in defining how NPM should be conceptualised and how NPM has changed’
(Dunleavy et al., 2006a, p. 96; see also Hood and Peters, 2004 and Pollitt, 2016a). For
present purposes we will assume that the NPM is a two-level phenomenon. At the higher
level it is a general theory or doctrine that the public sector can be improved by the
importation of business concepts, techniques, and values. This was very clearly seen, for
example, when the then US vice president personally endorsed a booklet entitled Busi-
nesslike government: lessons learned from America’s best companies (Gore, 1997). Then, at the
more mundane level, NPM is a bundle of specific concepts and practices, including:

• greater emphasis on ‘performance’, especially through the measurement of outputs;

• a preference for lean, flat, small, specialized (disaggregated) organizational forms over
large, multifunctional forms;

• a widespread substitution of contracts for hierarchical relations as the principal coord-
inating device;

• a widespread injection of market-type mechanisms (MTMs), including competitive
tendering, public sector league tables, and performance-related pay;

• an emphasis on treating service users as ‘customers’ and on the application of generic
quality improvement techniques such as Total Quality Management (TQM).

Dunleavy et al. have usefully summarized this as ‘disaggregation + competition + incenti-
vization’ (Dunleavy et al., 2006a). However, it would be wrong to assume that this formula
was necessarily internally consistent. As a number of commentators have noted, there is
some tension between the different intellectual streams that feed into NPM, particularly
between the economistic, principal-and-agent way of thinking, which is essentially low-
trust, and the more managerial way of thinking which is more concerned with leadership
and innovation—and more trusting of the inherent creativity of staff, if only they are
properly led and motivated. The former stream emphasizes the construction of rational
systems of incentives and penalties to ‘make the managers manage’. The latter emphasizes
the need to ‘let the managers manage’ by facilitating creative leadership, entrepreneur-
ship, and cultural change. Other writers have drawn a distinction between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’
versions of NPM (Ferlie and Geraghty, 2005). The hard version emphasizes control
through measurement, rewards, and punishment, while the soft prioritizes customer-
orientation and quality, although nevertheless incorporating a shift of control away
from service professionals and towards managers. This seems to map quite closely onto
the low-trust/high-trust tensions mentioned earlier.

Consistent or not, the NPM was soon controversial. To begin with, it was perceived as
having cultural, ethical, and political features which did not ‘fit’ certain countries (par-
ticularly France, Germany, and the Mediterranean states). In France and in the European
Commission, for example, it was commonplace to hear NPM concepts disparagingly
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referred to as ‘Anglo-Saxon ideas’. Furthermore, by the late 1990s it was coming under
increasing attack, even in those countries where it had started earliest and gone furthest
(i.e. Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA). This did not mean that it suddenly
‘stopped’—not at all. Indeed NPM-type reforms are still going forward in quite a few
countries. But it did mean that other models—alternatives—were frequently being advo-
cated and discussed, and that NPM reforms themselves were no longer seen as the solution
to a wide range of public sector problems. As noted earlier, there was a ‘third wave’ of ideas,
which embraced the concepts of globalization, governance, networks, partnerships, trans-
parency, and trust.
The discussions of this section and the previous one are summarized in Table 1.1. It

should again be emphasized that these periods and categories are very broad-brush—the
real detail of public management reform over the past three decades does not, unfortu-
nately, separate into three neat waves. On the ground what we often see is hybridity,
layering, and displacement. What is more, both the rhetoric and the practice around each
wave were more dominantly present in some countries than in others (Australasia, the US,
and the UK tended to be the most enthusiastic, and to try to ‘export’ these ideas to other
countries).
Finally, it could be added that our reform waves were probably related to deeper

currents, such as macroeconomic changes, technological developments, ideological shifts,
and so on. However, these interrelationships, complex and fascinating though they are,
are not our principal focus in this book.

1.6 Has there been a global convergence on one particular
way of managing the public sector?

We must immediately begin to elaborate the over-simple picture portrayed by Table 1.1.
We have already seen that some voices claimed that there was convergence, and that that
convergence was towards the NPM model. Here are just two examples of that—the first a
leading American professor and the second an equally influential Australian:

The movement has been so striking because of the number of nations that have taken up the
reform agenda in such a short time and because of how similar their basic strategies have been.
(Kettl, 2005, p. 1)

Table 1.1 Three waves of reform thinking

Period Characteristics of dominant discourse

Mid-1960s to late
1970s

Rational, hierarchical planning and cost–benefit analysis. Science and expertise will produce
progress.

Late 1970s to late
1990s

New Public Management. Business techniques to improve efficiency. Rise of ‘better management’
as the solution to a wide range of problems.

Late 1990s–present No dominant model. Several key concepts, including governance, networks, partnerships, ‘joining
up’, transparency, and trust.
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There are various ideas of what is involved in public management reforms. However, as the
process has continued there has been convergence as to what is involved in the reforms. (Hughes,
2003, p. 51)

Yet this was far from a universal view. One group argued that NPM had not delivered what
it promised, and they will be dealt with in Section 1.7. More pertinently here, another
group brought forward a more subtle argument—that the ‘reach’ and penetration of NPM
ideas had been greatly exaggerated, especially by the early enthusiasts like Osborne and
Gaebler. This developed into quite an extensive scholarly argument about what was the
real degree of ‘convergence’ in public management reforms internationally (e.g.
Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014, pp. 167–72, 207–10, and 253–6; Pollitt et al., 2007,
pp. 10–25). Were all countries heading in the same direction and, if not, was there some
other sort of pattern? We (Pollitt and Bouckaert) cannot claim to be neutral bystanders in
this debate because both in previous editions of this book and in other works we have
argued that there has been an undue focus on NPM, and this has missed a lot of other
reforms and combinations of reforms that have been launched. In the Mediterranean
countries, for example, while there have been some NPM elements, a focus on them alone
gives a very distorted picture of what has been going on over the last quarter-century (see
Ongaro, 2009). A plausible case can also be made for the idea that the countries with
strong Napoleonic traditions were busy with other kinds of reform and attempted reform,
and only followed the NPM in limited and selective ways (Kickert, 2007). In Germany,
while some NPM-type reforms certainly took place in subnational governments, the
federal government has never adopted NPM on a large scale (Bach et al., 2010; Jann
et al., 2006). And in Belgium the NPM ‘flavour’ has been quite weak (Brans and Honde-
ghem, 2005; Broucker et al., 2010; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009). In short, national histories
and characteristic national patterns of institutions have had a tremendous influence
(Lynn, 2006). We will see more of this variety later.

However, even if we accept that the true picture is far more varied than the convergence
enthusiasts suggest, we are left with the questions of how and why many leading academ-
ics and politicians came to believe that ‘a similar process is underway throughout the
developed world’ (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992, p. 325). We suggest there are several
reasons, and they are worth rehearsing here because they also function as general warn-
ings about the generic difficulties of international comparisons.

First, there is a language issue. All the leading NPM countries are predominantly Anglo-
phone (Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA). Much of the NPM literature has
been Anglophone. Many politicians and academics from these countries listen and read
predominantly or exclusively Anglophone sources. So it is easy to get an exaggerated
impression of how prevalent these types of reform are elsewhere in the world. (One
healthy development over the past decade or so is that the academic community discuss-
ing these issues has broadened so that we are hearing more and more from scholars in
countries such as Brazil, China, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, or Spain—who can speak
English, even if the mother-tongue Anglophones can only occasionally speak their lan-
guages (Pollitt, 2015a).)

Second, individuals from these same Anglophone countries seem to have been able to
colonize key positions in the main international agencies that ‘spread the word’ about
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what was going on—especially the OECD and the World Bank. The influence of these
agencies was wide: it was not just the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ states where they got a favourable
hearing, but, eventually, such initially resistant administrations as France (Bezès, 2010)
and Norway (Christensen et al., 2007, pp. 28–30).
Third, there is a major issue about the types of evidence employed in the debate. As we

will see in Section 1.7 (and throughout the book) there are many gaps, diversions, and
outright failures that stand between the announcement of a reform policy and the success-
ful implementation of that policy. In fact in the public management field it is very common
for officially announced reforms only partly to reach their objectives, or to fade away
altogether. It is also far from unusual that the objectives of a reform are only stated in the
vaguest terms. Some scholars have even shown a pattern where essentially the same
rationalistic, performance-oriented reform is introduced over and over again, despite the
fact that it never seems to work remotely as originally hoped and declared (Brunsson,
2006; Sundström, 2006). However, if we quickly scan the Web or the newspapers, most of
the information we find is about reforms which are being debated or which have recently
been adopted and announced. There is much less information in these sources to tell us
exactly how the reforms have been implemented—how widely and with what degrees of
measured success. (Chapter 5 deals at length with this whole problem of defining and
assessing ‘results’.) One of us has written about this (Pollitt, 2002), suggesting that the life
of a reform can be divided into stages, and that at each stage the challenge of research is
somewhat different. A simple division of stages recognizes four (Table 1.2):

Table 1.2 helps us to understand why the spread and impacts of NPM (or any other
fashionable model) may sometimes be exaggerated. Basically, it is quicker and easier to
research the headlines of talk and decision than to go out into the field and look in detail at
operational practices and final outcomes. Thus, for example, a quick survey of official
documentation shows that executive agencies in the UK, Sweden, Finland, and the
Netherlands all have performance indicator systems. This could be seen as an example of
convergence, with a strong NPM flavour (performance measurement and results-oriented

Table 1.2 Researching public management reforms

Stage Description Research?

Talk More and more people are talking and writing
about a particular idea (e.g. contracting out).

Quick and cheap. Monitoring what people are talking and
writing about is fairly straightforward.

Decision The authorities (governments, public boards,
etc.) publicly decide to adopt a particular
reform.

Again, quick and cheap. The public decisions of the
authorities can usually be located quite quickly (on the Net,
often without leaving one’s desk).

Practice Public sector organizations incorporate the
reform into their daily operational practices.

Probably requires expensive and time-consuming fieldwork.
This needs both funding and access.

Results The results (outcomes) of the activities of public
agencies change as a result of the reform.

Final outcomes are frequently difficult (and expensive) to
measure. Even more frequently, there is an attribution
problem, i.e. one cannot be sure how much of the measured
change in outcomes can be attributed to the reform itself, as
opposed to other factors.

Developed from Pollitt, 2002
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management are central planks in the NPM model). What detailed fieldwork reveals,
however, is that these indicators are used in very different ways and with different
consequences in the four countries (Pollitt et al., 2004). Before leaving this point, we
should note that the Talk–Decision–Practice–Results framework has several implications
for comparative analysis. Inter alia it suggests that we should try to compare like with like
(decisions with decisions, or results with results). Comparing (say) talk and decisions in
country A with practice in country B is potentially misleading.

Fourth, there has almost certainly been a kind of ‘multiplier’ effect. That is, as attention
has focused on business-derived NPM reforms, a community has grown up in whose
interests it is to create new ideas and techniques, and therefore further reform—butmainly
within the NPM paradigm in whichmembers of the community have ‘learned their trade’.
There is nothing necessarily sinister about this, even if it can often be construed as a form
of self-interest. It is simply that more and more people take up public sector roles after
some training in ‘management’, and more and more consultancies depend on winning
and subsequently sustaining contracts to facilitate reform. For example, the UK public
sector spent approximately ₤2.8 billion on consultants in 2005–6, a 33 per cent increase
on what the level had been only two years previously—in fact central government spent
more on consultants per employee than did comparator private sector firms (National Audit
Office, 2006, pp 5 and 15).

Furthermore, individuals increasingly move between different management roles—as
practising managers, as consultants, as academics, or as contributors to the now-extensive
specialist media concerned with communicating management ideas (Sahlin-Andersson
and Engwall, 2002, pp. 14–19). More and more governments have set up one or more
specialist management reform units, such as the Prime Minister’s Public Service Delivery
Unit (UK), the Public Management Department of the Finnish Ministry of Finance, the
French Directorate-General for State Modernization, the Norwegian Ministry of Govern-
ment Administration and Reform, and so on. Members of these organizations may them-
selves have consultancy experience or they may become consultants afterwards, trading
on their experience gained near the heart of government reforms. More profoundly, these
units and departments help to institutionalize ‘modernization’ and ‘reform’, continually
putting forward programmes and targets, drawing attention to new management ideas
and techniques, and generally keeping the rest of central government ‘on its toes’ (for a
vivid account of how intrusive this can become, see Barber, 2007). As we said at the
beginning of this chapter, a real community has emerged, complete with its own termin-
ology, doctrines, procedures, and networks. And, more often than not, these ‘communi-
ties of discourse’ have been heavily influenced by NPM ideas (again, see Barber, 2007,
where the head of the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit strongly criticizes the traditional
public service professions, but praises inspirational, generic business school texts such as
John Kotter’s Leading change (Kotter, 1996)).

For all these reasons, therefore, there has been a tendency to overconcentrate on the
NPM. This is not an attempt to argue that NPM is not important—clearly NPM ideas have
directly inspired many reforms in many countries. But they have not been universal—the
idea of a global trend, at least in its strong form, is something of a mirage—and neither has
the NPM been the only kind of reform that was going on (even in those countries that
were NPM-intensive, like New Zealand and the UK, but especially in those countries
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that only borrowed from the NPM toolkit cautiously and selectively, like Finland, France,
or Japan).

1.7 Internationally, how successful has the NPM been?

Elements of the NPM have been widespread, but have they worked? There is no straight-
forward ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer to this, partly because many policymakers (and some scholars)
start from a strong normative commitment either pro- or anti-NPM, and they are never
likely to agree with each other. However, that is far from being the only reason. It is also
the case that it is very difficult systematically to evaluate large-scale public management
reforms (and in quite a few cases the governments concerned have not been all that
interested in scientific evaluation anyway) (Pollitt, 1995, 2013c; Wollmann, 2003). We
will spend a little time briefly summarizing why this is so difficult, before moving on to
look at what ‘results’ have nevertheless been observed.
To examine reforms and their results, we first need some kind of conceptual framework.

Therefore, we detour from our main story here in order to introduce a fairly orthodox
framework within which to discuss ‘performance’ (see Figure 1.2).
In Figure 1.2 terms such as ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ are given fairly specific mean-

ings, whereas readers should be warned that in ‘real life’ reform talk they are frequently
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used in loose, vague, and/or inconsistent ways. Thus, for us, efficiency is the ratio between
inputs and outputs, whereas effectiveness is the degree to which the desired outcomes
result from the outputs. For example, if lessons are delivered (outputs), do the students
actually learn (outcomes)? Note that it is perfectly possible for a given policy to increase
efficiency while decreasing effectiveness, or vice versa. For example, a new approach to
managing hospital operating theatres may increase the rate at which a particular surgical
procedure is carried out (greater efficiency) but in doing so lead to more mistakes being
made by doctors and nurses, so that the effectiveness of the operations falls (average
clinical outcomes deteriorate). Or, more commonly perhaps, there may be an improve-
ment in efficiency (police check more alcohol licences per month) but no change in the
outcomes (levels of teenage drunkenness remain the same). An example of increasing
effectiveness while decreasing efficiency would be if a university replaced a retiring group
of run-of-the-mill professors with highly paid top-rank international ‘stars’. Students
might learn more, and research outcomes might improve (both measures of outcome),
but the cost per student would go up (and therefore efficiency would go down) because of
the higher salaries demanded by the new super-professors.

Some would object to this framework on the grounds that it is over-rationalistic. It
assumes, for example, that socio-economic problems are addressed by distinct programmes
which have discernible objectives (against which effectiveness can subsequently be meas-
ured). But sometimes, such criticsmight point out, policies existwithout clear objectives, or
with contradictory objectives, or a particular problem is addressed by many different
policies, which are notwell-coordinated andwhich carrywith themconflicting approaches
to and conceptualizations of the original problem that is to be solved.Otherswould say that
the framework assumes a hierarchy of decision makers, and that, increasingly, we live in
societies where ‘governance’ is conducted in networks which do not behave like hierarch-
ies. We accept that such criticisms have considerable force. Policymaking often is messy
and inconsistent (and that is one reason why evaluating the results of reforms can be so
difficult). Nevertheless, it is hard to discuss reformpolicymakingwithout assuming that it is
a purposive activity with some shape or pattern to it, and the framework used in Figure 1.1
has proved a powerful tool in the hands of some public administration scholars who have
wanted to assess the results of particular polices (e.g. Boyne et al., 2003). It is also more or
less the framework employed in many official documents, and therefore gives us a way of
discussing reforms in the reformers’ own terms. So we will use it, while acknowledging that
reality often leaves us with something much less neat.

Even if we do use such a framework, however, there are a number of well-known reasons
why systematic evidence of causal connections between reform programmes (not just
NPM reforms but most types of reform) and improvements in outputs and outcomes
may be very hard to come by:

• Changes in organizational structures are frequently a central feature of public manage-
ment reforms, but usually such changes are connected to outputs and outcomes only by
quite long causal chains. For example, a function is taken out of a department andmade
into an executive agency. A new topmanagement is introduced. Performance targets are
set up. Management appraisals are geared to the achievement of these targets. New
working methods are introduced. Staff are reassigned. New training is conducted. Meas-
ured performance improves. Butwould that have happened anyway, even if thefirst and/
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or second steps in this process had been absent?What is it among all these changeswhich
is actually producing the improved results—all these things or only one or two of them?
Reforms themselves are thus typically multifaceted, so that there is always a question of
which elements are working and which are not (Pawson, 2013).

• Different stakeholders may take very different views of both the justifications andmean-
ings of the reforms, and even of their results (see, e.g., Hartley et al., 2007, chapter 1).

• Even if reforms are internally consistent, and key stakeholders are in broad agreement
about their nature, the contexts in which they are implemented may vary in ways which
strongly influence the degrees of success or failure of a particular reform package
(Pawson, 2013; Pollitt, 2013a). What works in the UK may not work in France. What
works in a licensing agency may not work in a public hospital. What works with a group
of high-trust, low-corruption staff may turn out badly in an untrustworthy group that
has a casual attitude towards corruption, and so on.

Even in an ideal world—where policymakers had a strong commitment to feedback and
evaluation—the three aforesaid difficulties would apply. But in the real world such a
commitment is quite rare, and there are therefore other issues which prevent the observer
getting a clear picture of the precise results of particular reforms. For example:

• There may be no evaluations at all, because the new reform is politically sensitive and its
promoters want to drive forward, minimizing the possibility of critical comment, and
resulting in doubts, distractions, and delays. In theUK there is a forty-year history of large
central government management reforms being announced with no clear targets or
formal evaluations (Pollitt, 2013c) Similarly, when President George W. Bush created
the vast new Department of Homeland Security, no official evaluation was put in place.
Indeed, the US Congress has a long record of launching reorganizations for symbolic
reasons and then quickly losing interest in the operational consequences (Kettl, 2009).

• In both practical and political terms a reversal of a reorganization is just not feasible, so
any idea that a negative evaluation will result in a change back to what was there before
is unrealistic. The reorganization has already created a de facto new reality, which lessens
the room for manoeuvre for the evaluators. The most they may be able to do is offer a
formative-type evaluation which helps the existing management cope better.

• Evaluations are often put into place too late, so that they can have no clear view of the
baseline performance prior to the reform (as was the case with the academic evaluations
of the UK National Health Service (NHS) internal market reform).

• An evaluation is set up, but before it can be completed, policy has moved on again—
policymakers can’t wait for the full set of results (Walker, 2001).

Finally, it is important to note that virtually all the constraints and barriers noted above
apply not just to NPM-type reforms, but to large-scale reforms in general. We will see later
that evidence for the success of ‘network’- and ‘governance’-type reforms is just as hard—
or harder—to interpret as that pertaining to the NPM.
This has been quite a lengthy—and gloomy—detour into the problems of evaluating

management reform. Fortunately, despite these difficulties we do know something about
the results of reform. There have been a number of reasonably rigorous studies which have
identified attributable changes in outputs and outcomes. Most of these have concerned
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specific reforms rather than broad programmes of reform and some have identified clear
improvements—for example, studies of US federal public procurement (Kelman, 2005) or
human resource management (Thompson and Rainey, 2003) or British educational pro-
grammes for preschool children from socially disadvantaged localities (BBK Ness Site,
2009). Then there are a few studies which have tried to get a bigger picture, such as the
series of studies by Boyne and his partners at Cardiff. In one of these the conclusion was
reached that the NPM reforms of the 1980s and 1990s in UK education, healthcare, and
housing had (a) raised efficiency, (b) improved responsiveness to service users, but
(c) reduced equity (Boyne et al., 2003). Exactly why these impacts followed from the
reforms was less clear—understandably there tends to be something of a trade-off between
the breadth of evaluations (Boyne’s was wide) and the degree to which the researcher is
able to trace the precise processes and mechanisms that have produced the apparent
outcomes. Another attempt at a broad evaluation found that, among 519 studies of
NPM-type reforms across Europe, less than one in ten included any information about
outcomes, and many did not have any direct analysis of outputs either. Of the few studies
that did look at outcomes, just 44 per cent found improvements, while 53 per cent found
improvements in outputs (Pollitt and Dan, 2013). We will revisit some of these tricky
issues in Chapter 5, which directly addresses the question of results.

The multiple difficulties in pinning down the effects of public management reforms do
not seem to have deterred both practitioners and academics from trying to come up with
indices of success. On the contrary—the period since the late 1990s has seen a veritable
explosion of comparative international indicators of ‘good governance’, ‘bureaucratic
quality’, ‘transparency’, ‘e-government’, and other aspects of modernization (see, e.g.
Accenture, 2008; Advisory Group on Reform of Australian Government Administration,
2009; Stanig, 2014). This has begun to attract a good deal of academic attention—for
example, in 2008 the International Public Management Journal ran a special theme issue on
‘ranking and rating public services’, and other publications have also begun to appear
(Dixon et al., 2008; see also Pollitt, 2010b). For the moment we will simply note that these
international league tables have in some instances become quite influential (governments
are embarrassed when their government sinks down the table, and implement pro-
grammes intended to raise their scores) and that they provide useful examples of what is
involved, conceptually, empirically, and practically, in trying to summarize the ‘success’
or ‘failure’ of whole governments. We will return to international league tables at various
points in the book, but especially in Chapter 5.

1.8 What other models—apart from the NPM—have
been influential?

There has been no shortage of models. From governments we have heard of various
national formulations—the ‘New Zealand model’ (Boston et al., 1996), the Canadian La
Relève (Bourgon, 1998), the Belgian ‘Copernicus’ model (Hondeghem and Depré, 2005),
and the German ‘slim state’ (Sachverständigenrat ‘Schlanker Staat’, 1997). We need not—
indeed cannot—go into all these here, but it is worth noting that governments seem to like
to have their own variant, both internally, to show their domestic originality and
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uniqueness, and sometimes externally, as a ‘product’ to be marketed on the international
marketplace for public management reforms.
Alongside governments, academics have also been fruitful in their invention of new

models. We have publications which discuss the Napoleonic model (Ongaro, 2009), the
Neo-Weberian State (NWS—Dreschler and Kattel, 2008; Lynn, 2008), the French model
(Bartoli, 2008), and the Nordic model (Greve et al., 2016; Veggeland, 2007). The Nordic
model, for example, is said to put ‘heavy weight on government and public solutions and
interventionist measures. Universal welfare and social security arrangements with high
public expenses are basic welfare principles, and tariffs and a high degree of job security
dominate labor market relations’ (Veggeland, 2007, pp. 121–2). Most of these models have
established themselves in the Anglophone literature by first distinguishing themselves
from what they take to be the ‘Anglo-Saxon model’, which is itself usually a version of the
NPM. Veggeland, for instance, characterizes the Anglo-Saxon model (in contrast to his
favoured Nordic one) as putting weight on market solutions, low public expenses, and
limited government. More general models offered by academics searching for ‘the next big
thing’ include Digital-Era Governance (DEG) (Dunleavy et al., 2006b) and the New Public
Governance (NPG—Osborne, 2010). Our own suggestion, in the second edition of this
book, was of the NWS. In essence this was an attempt to modernize traditional bureau-
cracy by making it more professional, efficient, and citizen-friendly. It was particularly
characteristic of the stable, prosperous,Western European democracies which had sizeable
welfare states—including Germany, France, and the Nordic group. It was therefore not a
universal model, but one limited to particular kinds of state. It reflected a more optimistic
and trusting attitude towards the state apparatus than the NPM. The NWS will be one of
the three high-level models we refer to throughout the book, the other two being the NPM
and the NPG. These three models are helpful in organizing large quantities of empirical
material, and we will come back to them shortly.
The attempt to establish reformmodels and trends has overlapped with scholarly efforts

to identify administrative ‘traditions’, and to show how these have influenced reforms
(and sometimes absorbed or defeated them). One recent work identified, inter alia, Anglo-
American, Napoleonic, Germanic, and Scandinavian traditions (Painter and Peters, 2010).
These traditions are, in a sense, another kind of big model—they are the models of the
past, still built into institutional structures, procedures, and ways of thinking.
We do not have the space to go into each of these national or regional models, or

traditions, here. We do, however, need to take a closer look at some of the broader
academic models which have been advanced—models which describe not particular
countries but larger features of the organizational ensemble which constitutes the public
sector. Two of these have been especially popular—networks and governance. Sections 1.9
and 1.10 introduce them.

1.9 Networks

Since the early 1990s a huge literature on ‘networks’ has sprung up. It stretches far beyond
our field of public management, but within that field has spawned many new publica-
tions and debates (for overviews, see Klijn, 2005 and Agranoff, 2007; for a much-cited
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application, see Milward and Provan, 2000). A father figure in this is the social theorist
Manuel Castells, who in 1996 published a hugely influential book entitled The rise of the
network society (for an updated edition, see Castells, 2010).

Again, this is not the place to go into the (endless) details of the academic discourse on
networks in public administration, but it is important to see how, in general terms, this
upsurge of scholarship relates to the arguments over the NPM and convergence. Most
commonly network theorists present the network form as something which is growing,
because it is flexible and fits well with the increased complexity (as they see it) of the
modern world. Networks are said to have properties which make them superior to both
hierarchies and markets (the other two major organizational forms). Therefore, networks
are an alternative to the NPM, which is itself a mixture of hierarchies (the political and
managerial leaders declare strategies and set targets) and markets (units performing public
sector tasks are supposed to compete with one another, and individual staff compete for
performance pay bonuses). Indeed, in many network texts the replacement of hierarchies
by networks is made to sound almost inevitable:

Problems cannot be solved by organizations on their own. Hence, hierarchy as an organizing
principle has lost much of its meaning. The model of the ‘lonely organization’ that determines its
policy in isolation is obsolete. . . . Equally obsolete is the image of government at the apex of societal
pyramid. . . .Horizontal networks replace hierarchies. (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004, p. 3)

It would be wrong, however, to leave any impression that the ‘network model’ is novel,
clear, and cut and dried. On the contrary, there are a range of definitions, some of them
conflicting (Pollitt and Hupe, 2011). Some claim that networks have to be self-organizing,
while others point out that, in reality, many networks are organized by one or two
dominant members. Others say that networks are essentially voluntary; yet others argue
that membership of certain networks may be a practical necessity, if one’s organization is
going to survive. Many commentators suggest that networks are ‘horizontal’ and may
therefore be contrasted with bureaucratic hierarchies, but specific case studies often find a
strong ‘pecking order’ in some networks, with one player (often the government) de facto
‘on top’ and calling the shots. Those with a sense of history point out that networks, both
formal and informal, are certainly not new (Pemberton, 2000). Governments have often
operated through networks, and it is not entirely clear whether the growth of analysis of
and talk about networks noted here represents a real underlying growth of the form or just
an increase in interest in something that has been there for a long time. The debate about
networks is far from concluded.

1.10 What is the significance of the so-called shift from
government to ‘governance’?

Since the late 1990s ‘governance’ has become an immensely popular term with both
academics and practitioners. It appears in almost as many versions as there are authors
writing about it. A standard governance text (Pierre, 2000) opens with two experts offer-
ing, respectively, five and seven different meanings of the term (see Hirst 2000 and Rhodes
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2000). Other authors speak of ‘hybrid governance’ (Hupe and Meijs 2000), ‘operational
governance’ (Hill and Hupe 2009), ‘public sector governance’ (Australian Public Service
Commission, 2007), and NPG (Osborne, 2010). There are many other varieties, including
one that stresses the significance of changes in relationships within government and
between governments and their citizens which are facilitated by contemporary ICTs—
this one is termed Digital-Era Governance (DEG) by its inventors, Dunleavy et al. (2006b).
To be charitable, there may be a rough common core residing in the notion that steering
society or making policy increasingly requires the active participation of a range of actors
in addition to government itself. This broad thought alone, however, is far from being
entirely new, and does not adequately explain the recent attractiveness of the term.
Furthermore, the concept has come under fierce fire from several critics, who see it as
not only overblown but also rather static (e.g. 6, 2015).
The concept of governance draws strength from its claim to represent a wider, more

inclusive concept than ‘government’ alone. Yet it is not an alternative to government,
because government remains as one of its principal constituent elements. From a govern-
ance standpoint one ‘sees government as only one institution among many in a free
market society’ (Stivers, 2009, p. 1095). The danger here is that the concept of governance
is made to appear to transcend previous tensions and contradictions, such as public versus
private or bureaucracy versus market. Similarly, it may mask traditional social science
concerns with conflicting interests and logics. In some of the writing about governance
these conflicts are largely assumed away. Elsewhere, however, scholars have adopted a
more practical, less normative approach, noting that ‘almost every government organiza-
tion depends on other parties to help implement its policies or deliver services’ and asking
how and in what circumstances such networked arrangements can be made to work well
(Alford and O’Flynn, 2012, p. 3).
Good governance is said to entail the steering of society through networks and partner-

ships between governments, business corporations, and civil society associations. Thus it
is closely linked to the network model described in Section 1.9—indeed, one of the
foremost network theorists has more recently taken to writing about ‘governance net-
works’ (Klijn, 2008). And the NPG model referred to in Section 1.8 is explicitly connected
to network theory (Osborne, 2010, p. 9). Thus it would be wrong to think of ‘governance’
as a model which has superseded and displaced the network model; rather it is a wider
model which to some extent absorbed the earlier—and continuing—work on networks.
A typical definition is the following:

Governance entails amove away from traditional hierarchical forms of organization and the adoption
of network forms of organization. Politically the passage entails a revision of the relationship between
the state and civil society in a more participatory direction. From a juridical viewpoint governance is
finally responsible for having shifted the emphasis away from hard law tomore flexible forms of soft
law. . . . The centralized nation-state is thus being superseded by a ‘networked polity’ where authority
is progressively devolved to task-specific institutions with unlimited jurisdictions and intersecting
memberships operating at sub- and supra-national levels. (Bellamy and Palumbo, 2010, p. xi)

However, the networked governance model has also attracted strong criticism:

[M]uch of the network governance literature indiscriminately lumps together competitive systems
of service providers, collaborative working in large clubs, instrumental bilateral strategic alliances,
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lobbying coalitions and even interpersonal ties among civil servants within the executive all as
‘networks’ . . . The result was both conceptual muddle and empirical error. (6, 2015, pp. 70–1)

An obvious question for both governance and networks is ‘Well, do they work?’ Unfortu-
nately the variations in the definitions of these models, as well as the problems of
evaluation described in Section 1.7, mean that no clear answer can be given. Even less
than for the NPM can we say ‘Yes, it (whatever “it” is defined as!) works well under
conditions x and y.’ We do have quite a few good case studies of networks and attempts
at governance in action, but what they tend to show is that these approaches work well
sometimes and fail at other times. There are, of course, plenty of suggestions for what the
‘success factors’ might be, but nothing that can be convincingly formulated into an
operationalizable general model. Contexts, it seems, are very important—a message
which will recur many times before the end of this book.

To conclude these sections on models, Table 1.3 provides a very crude summary of the
core claims of each major model, and some suggestions on further reading.

As already indicated, we could have chosen any number of models upon which to focus,
but have settled for three—NPM, NWS, and NPG. A larger number would quickly have
become unwieldy. We would suggest that our selection usefully covers a wide range of
reformparadigms. In theNPMwe have the original reaction against traditional bureaucracy

Table 1.3 Big models—big claims: the basics

Model Core claim Most common coordination
mechanism

Some key sources

NPM To make government more
efficient and ‘consumer-
responsive’ by injecting
businesslike methods.

Market-type mechanisms
(MTMs); performance indicators,
targets, competitive contracts,
quasi-markets.

Hood, 1991; Lane, 2000,
Osborne and Gaebler, 1992;
Pollitt, 1990, 2016a.

NWS To modernize the traditional state
apparatus so that it becomes more
professional, more efficient, and
more responsive to citizens.
Businesslike methods may have a
subsidiary role in this, but the state
remains a distinctive actor with its
own rules, methods, and culture.

Authority exercised through a
disciplined hierarchy of impartial
and professional officials.

Dreschler and Kattel, 2008;
Lynn, 2008; Chapter 4 of this
book.

Networks To make government better
informed, more flexible, and less
exclusive by working through
‘self-organizing’ networks rather
than hierarchies and/or market
mechanisms.

Networks of interdependent
stakeholders, exchanging
information and resources.

Agranoff, 2007; Castells, 2010,
Klijn, 2005.

Governance
(of which
NPG is one
variant)

To make government more
effective and legitimate by
including a wider range of social
actors in both policymaking and
implementation. Some varieties of
governance explicitly rest on a
‘network approach’, and most of
them emphasize ‘horizontality’
over vertical controls.

Networks of and partnerships
between stakeholders. These
bring different skills and
resources to address complex
problems.

Pierre and Peters, 2000;
Frederickson, 2005; Kaufmann
et al., 2009; Bellamy and
Palumbo, 2010; Osborne, 2010.
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and ‘big government’. The new model was to be business. Management was the key skill.
Markets and incentives were the key mechanisms. In the NWS we have a different
emphasis. Yes, the state apparatus requires modernization, but no, the world of business
does not hold all the answers. Traditional bureaucracy has virtues which should be
preserved (clear accountability, probity, predictability, continuity, close attention to the
law). The key is to find ways to combine these with more efficient procedures and a more
flexible and responsive stance towards the needs of an increasingly diverse citizenry.
Subsequently, the NPG attempted to move beyond the old arguments between the state
and business, and to show that complex modern societies could only be effectively
governed through complex networks of actors, drawn from government itself, the market
sector, and civil society. The emphasis was on networks, partnerships, and negotiated but
ultimately voluntary cooperation, not on competition (like the NPM) or enlightened and
professional hierarchies (like the NWS).

1.11 What is the significance of the 2008 global
economic crisis?

The global economic downturn has plunged most of our twelve countries and their
governments into a new era—one of public spending cutbacks and austerity. This con-
trasts with what was for many (but not all) the boom years of 1995–2007. Yet at the same
time the pressures for reform and improvement are no less than they were before—indeed,
these pressures may become even more intense. Fiscal pressure—austerity—has thus
become a major influence on management reform, even if some academic theorists have
been a little slow in recognizing that.
Historically, the connection between public management reforms and episodes of

financial austerity has been a variable one. Over the past thirty years we can find several
episodes of financial austerity and many waves of public management reform, but the two
are not necessarily closely connected. Sometimes major reforms occur without any pre-
cipitating financial crisis (as with the US National Performance Review under President
Clinton, or the reforms of the second term of the Blair administration in the UK). But
sometimes they clearly originate in such crises (as did the famous New Zealand reforms of
1984–90). More generally, the wave of NPM reforms that began to affect many countries
during the 1980s are often attributed, in part at least, to the global economic crises of the
1970s. Yet sometimes—quite often in fact—financial crises are managed with straight
‘cutback management’, but no fundamental system reforms (Hood et al., 2014).
The implications of financial austerity for management reform are ambiguous. On the

one hand, austerity makes reform more difficult, because reforms cannot be lubricated
with new money, and objectors cannot be ‘bought off ’. But on the other hand, a sense of
crisis can make it easier to consider radical options and more fundamental changes than
would otherwise get onto the agenda of feasibility.
Further, making sustained, aggregate savings in public spending is extremely hard to

achieve. The UK, for example, has undergone many, many rounds of ‘cuts’, but a scholarly
study indicated that only one—the so-called ‘Geddes Axe’ in the 1920s—seems to have
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actually resulted in a sustained reduction in the level of public spending. Mrs Thatcher was
famous for the severity of her spending cuts; yet after six years in power her central
government current spending was higher than it had been a decade previously (Dunsire
and Hood, 1989). The current situation is one in which fiscal and political considerations
are in serious tension. The fiscal logic is to make large cuts. The political logic is that cuts
on this scale are both profoundly unpopular (vote-losers) and possibly beyond the limits
of political feasibility, especially for fragile regimes. We have seen quite large-scale public
resistance—including many public demonstrations—against the cuts in public services in
a number of countries. Neither are the academic arguments in favour of austerity by any
means settled. Many academics find both the political and the economic cases for large
cutbacks deeply flawed (e.g. Blyth, 2013). It remains to be seen, in each country, which
logic will win out, where, and when.

Making cuts can be approached in different ways. One common distinction is between
cheese-slicing approaches (‘everyone must cut back by 5 per cent’) and more prioritized
approaches (‘we will reduce programmes X and Y because they are not very effective, but
increase programme Z because it is effective and is a high political priority’). In Europe
during the period 2010–15 the predominant mode of cutback was across-the-board
cheese-slicing. Strategic, prioritized cutback programmes were rare (Kickert and Randma-
Liiv, 2015, p. 222). Most of the cuts appeared to be driven by a predominantly political
logic rather than an economic one, and the political logics themselves varied considerably
from country to country:

The type of politics and government, but also themore intricate details of the coalition cabinets, the
opposition, the electoral cycle, the public opinion and protest, and more; the further and deeper
one digs, the more political details surface that offer more and better explanations. (Kickert and
Randma-Liiv, 2015, p. 227)

Both approaches to cuts can lead to management reforms, but in different ways. With
cheese-slicing operational managers and professional service deliverers are obliged to find
ways of reducing their budgets by the 3 per cent or 5 per cent or whatever the decrement is
determined to be. But these reform adoptions are somewhat decentralized, and the central
authorities are not themselves choosing either which services are going to be winners and
which losers or exactly what types of reform are to be implemented. This helps to make
them relatively popular with central authorities—the centre decides howmuch is going to
be cut, but the local authorities get the public criticism for choosing which services are
going to suffer. Thus authority to determine financial targets is centralized (which was
indeed a major finding by Kickert and Randma-Liiv), while the pain of specific cutting is
decentralized.

Cheese-slicing approaches are common, but have been relatively little researched. One
interesting recent piece of work suggests that—faced with a sudden percentage budget
reduction—local managers can be rather adaptable in protecting core activities and top
priorities through a variety of tactics (Meier and O’Toole, 2009). The authors stress,
however, that their research only applies to the short run, and that some of the actions
taken would become more damaging/less sustainable if (as has already happened in
Europe) the cuts continue over a number of years.
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In between the two poles of cheese-slicing and strategic prioritization come strategies
that attempt to make efficiency savings. Each approach has its own advantages and
disadvantages: see, e.g., Table 1.4.
In practice it is often possible to fashion strategies which combine features of all three

approaches. For example, ministers can decide that certain high-priority programmes will
be protected, but that outside those sectors cheese-slicing should be imposed. Or ministers
may first decide to go for cheese-slicing, then efficiency savings, and only later, when the
first two have not yielded enough, move on to the more ambitious setting of central
priorities. Some academics have suggested that this is a natural order of business. Each
stage requires a more sophisticated information base, and a more advanced management
capacity. The historical record, however, suggests that the sequence is seldom as neat as
this. What we can be reasonably sure about, however, is that:

Cutback management, like most pressing organizational concerns, brings forth an army of consult-
ants who are ready to offer prescriptions to remedy the problems. (Pandey, 2010, p. 568)

One thing that can be said with certainty is that the public sector consequences of the
2008–11 economic downturn will still be unfolding when you read this book. We will deal
with some of these in subsequent chapters. For themoment wemay simply note that fiscal
austerity has become, de facto, a guiding principle for public management reform. Inmany
countries the first and most common aim of reform has become that of saving budgetary
expenditures. This is likely to have amajor impact on other approaches to reform, whether
they be NPM, NWS, or NPG.

Table 1.4 Three approaches to cutbacks

Approach Advantages Disadvantages

Cheese-
slicing

Sounds egalitarian (‘everyone must meet his share’).
Ministers avoid directly choosing which programmes
will be most hurt. Detailed decisions delegated to
programme specialists who probably know what
they are doing (and can be blamed if their decisions
turn out to be unpopular or hurtful).

Programme specialists may make politically very
unpopular choices. And/or they may make self-
interested choices which hurt effectiveness while
protecting service providers (themselves).

May also incentivize budget holders to pad their
budgets so that there will be ‘fat’ to be cut next time
round.

Efficiency
gains

Sounds less threatening/more technical—‘doing
more with less’. So it may be claimed that savings
can be made without too much pain. Also sounds
‘modern’ and ‘managerial’ and may thus appeal
across party or ideological lines.

1. Usually requires considerable innovation—
organizational and technological changes which
may not work, or may not work for some time.

2. Probably will not yield enough by itself to correct
large fiscal imbalances.

Centralized
priority
setting

Looks more strategic and leaves politicians directly in
control. Enables the government to protect the most
effective programmes (if they have reliable data on
effectiveness).

Ministers become visibly and directly responsible for
painful choices. And, unless they consult carefully,
they may make choices with consequences they do
not fully foresee, but they are unlikely to understand
the internal complexities of the services which are
being cut.

For more detailed discussion, see Pollitt, 2010a
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1.12 What kind of answers should we be looking
for—models and menus?

Up to this point we have written as though the best way of describing and classifying what
has been going on internationally in public management reform is in terms of big, general
models—NPM, NWS, and NPG. And it is true that many of the contributions to the
literature proceed in this way—they focus on how far NPM has gone in Norway compared
with New Zealand (Christensen and Lægreid, 2001), or in Italy versus Flanders (Verschuere
and Barbieri, 2009), or they examine the compatibility of NPM reforms with the basic
assumptions and practices underlying ‘Napoleonic’ types of regime (Ongaro, 2009). From
a comparative perspective this approach has a number of advantages, but it also carries
risks. One risk is that it may lead scholars to try to force the local details in country X into a
preset frame (more or less NPM; more or fewer PPPs), whereas perhaps the main signifi-
cance of the changes in X is their relationship to something else, perhaps something that
has gone on before in that country or sector, and which is unique to that country or sector.
It may be that these big models are pitched at such a high level of generality that they miss
much of the significant detail and difference. If so, deeper understanding of particular
reforms may come from viewing them within a more specific, detailed story within a
specific country or small group of countries. Better explanations may be generated by
looking at particular contextual factors (the balance between political parties, the state of
the budget, the nature of local cultural norms, and so on) than by positing big inter-
national models driven by equally generic global trends.

The problem with local detail, of course, is that, however illuminating by itself, it is just
local detail. International comparison is not possible or meaningful unless some features
can be identified which are sufficiently common to be compared across boundaries. There
are various ways of doing this, but one way is to think in terms of specific management
tools or instruments. For example, one could think of the set of tools which promote
competitive behaviour in the public sector—such as contracting out, performance-related
pay, and indicator systems that produce public ‘league tables’ of schools or hospitals or
freedom of information legislation. (Notice that these are not real tools—you can’t pick
them up and bang them on the table—they are ideas, portable assemblies of concepts,
formalized practices, and assumptions about how to do things. Nevertheless, they appear
to be more specific and operationally definable than the big models of NPM, etc.) Or one
could consider the set of tools which are supposed to enhance public service quality, like
TQM, the Common Assessment Framework (CAF), or minimum standard setting in
healthcare or education (accident and emergency patients will all be seen within thirty
minutes, each child in class will spend so many minutes per week reading aloud to the
teacher, and so on). Looking at specific tools and techniques like this clearly leads to
analysis at a ‘lower’ (more detailed and specific) level than focusing exclusively on the big
models. Yet it can still be used in a comparative way—we can ask what percentage of public
sector organizations in a given country or sector use a given technique, or group of
techniques, and we can also go deeper and try to find out exactly how they are used (e.g.
Hammerschmid et al., 2016). We might term this a ‘menu’ approach, in the sense that we
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are asking what the menu of reforms is in a particular country or jurisdiction or sector, and
how and why menus differ in different times and places. In this vocabulary the particular
tools are individual dishes/plats, while the menu is an overall list of what is on the table.
Notice that, like a menu in a restaurant, there are different reasons why a dish may delight
or fail to satisfy. It could be that the recipe itself is flawed. Or it could be that the chef is
incompetent in putting together the ingredients. Or it could even be that the dish is
perfect, but the customer comes from a different culinary culture, and just doesn’t like
‘that kind of thing’ (as when the English throw up their hands at the idea of the French
eating snails, or vegetarians recoil from a traditional working-class dish of pig’s trotters).
Furthermore, we may imagine that menus may be more or less coherent, in the sense that,
for a given palate, some dishes go better with others and some clash. Thus a particular
management tool may fit well with others, or it may in some way contradict them or
lessen their impact. Thus, for example, a coherent NPM menu might include disaggrega-
tion of large, multi-purpose organizations, competitive contracting out, performance
measurement, performance-related pay, business-style accruals accounting, and so on.
Introducing, say, statutory lifetime secure tenure for senior civil servants to this menu
would create a tension because it belongs to a different kind of model.
An important qualification here would be to say that, although particular management

tools do often belong to similar families (or coherentmenus) it should not be assumed that
each individual tool is exclusively associated with one model. The connection is often
looser than that. Thus, for example, performancemeasurementmay featurewithin anNPM
approach, but it can also function—in a somewhat different way—within a modernizing,
NWS approach (e.g. Pollitt, 2006a). Figure 1.3 shows a selection of tools/dishes, and indi-
cates that many of them do not have a one-to-one relationship with one model/menu.
Thus PPPs feature in both the NPM and the NPG paradigms. And contracting out is a

main dish on the NPM menu but can also be used as a side dish (dotted line) within both
the NWS and the NPG models. Performance measurement is particularly associated with
the NPM, but may also be used, in a less command-and-control way, within other
approaches. In fact most individual dishes can feature on more than one menu, although
their prominence may vary from one to another.

1.13 What methods should we be using for the comparative
analysis of public management reforms?

This question may not have been a headline in most of the numerous books and articles
which have appeared during the past decade, but it is often lurking just below the surface.
It is quite obvious that a wide variety of approaches are used, from econometric-style
statistical analyses to political science classifications of different types of political system to
excursive interpretations of the influences of different national cultures. In short, com-
parative public administration partakes of the deep epistemological, ontological, and
associated methodological differences which characterize the whole sweep of the social
and economic sciences (see Pollitt, 2016b, chapter 3).
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An obvious first question is ‘What should we compare with what?’ Constitutions? Legal
systems? Methods for recruiting and appointing civil servants? Levels of expenditure on
particular types of programme? Dominant value systems among public officials? The list is
endless and the choice difficult. One needs a focal question or questions to guide one’s
choice. For this particular book our general orientation can be deduced from what has
already been said. We want to compare deliberate changes to the structures and processes of
public sector organizations with the objective of getting them (in some sense) to work better
(Section 1.2), focusing mainly on central government. To do this we will focus on two levels:
first, what broadmodels of reform have been in play, and second, within that, whatmenus of
tools and techniques have been selected by individual countries? So we will be comparing
programmes of reform and tools of reform—the first in part an analysis of rhetoric (talk
and decisions—see Table 1.2), the second an analysis of decisions and practices (again, see
Table 1.2). On both levels we will look for patterns (groupings of similarities or dissimilar-
ities between countries). Can we see regional, or cultural or ideological groupings? We will
also trace how these patterns may have changed over the period which we study. (Cross-
sectional comparisons—snapshots at a single time, although common, have considerable
limitations for the study of public policy andmanagement, where big changes usually take
years rather than weeks—Pollitt, 2008.) Are there international trends, cycles, or pendu-
lum swings? One interesting question underlying this will be whether broad models,
dominant in a particular country, can be changed. Are the differences between (say) France
and the UK fundamentally the same as they were thirty years ago, or do we have cases
where countries have been able to make deep, planned changes to their ways of managing
their public sectors? To read all the books and articles on ‘transformation’, one might
think that revolutions and breakthroughs were commonplace. General McChrystal (see
the quotation at the head of this chapter) may think that new systems of government can
be rolled out ‘in a box’, but examples of the successful implementation of such schemes
appear to be exceedingly rare. The story we will tell shows things are usually rather more
complicated than that.

NPM NWS NPG

Contracting

out

Performance
measurement

Public–private

partnerships

Executive
agencies
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freedom of
information

Service

user boards
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BIG
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Figure 1.3 Plats and paradigms
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However, this is not primarily a ‘theory and methods’ book: it is a book about what has
happened and why. Our strategy, therefore, has been to push on with the story/ies of
reformwhile occasionally bracketing issues of theory or method, so that readers can follow
them up if they need to. Theories and methods thus feature as a kind of intermittent
subtext (as in the discussion of different views of convergence in Section 1.7).

1.14 Reflections and conclusions: management
reform caught between ‘is’ and ‘ought’

The debates referred to in Sections 1.5 to 1.11 have taken place in a mixed, increasingly
multinational community, consisting of academics, public servants, management con-
sultants, and politicians (Pollitt, 2016b, chapter 4). It is therefore unsurprising that the
reasons for becoming engaged with these arguments have differed. Some participants
want to find the best way forward—reforms that will work to solve some real (or imagined)
problems. Some want to justify a recent choice of a new direction—to defend a new policy
against attacks from the political opposition or criticism from the media. Some wish to
package and sell sets of ideas (‘best practice’, ‘the reinvention model’, ‘World Governance
Indicators’, etc.). Management consultants, ‘experts’, and governments all do this (e.g.
Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2006; Kaufmann et al., 2007; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992;
PrimeMinister andMinister for the Cabinet Office, 1999). Some hope to sound progressive
and look good at an election. And some—mainly the academics—simply want accurately
to describe and explain what is happening or has happened in the world of reform.
This mixture of motives means that the dividing line between descriptive and analytical

(‘is’) statements and normative (‘ought’) statements is frequently hard to find. The desire
to understand and explain is often tangled up with the desire to promote and support a
particular kind of reform. Those reading the literature need to be especially sensitive to the
likely interests of the author(s), to unspoken assumptions, to the strength of evidence in
relation to the size of the claims being made, and so on. This is what used to be called
‘source criticism’ and it is a vital technique for those who wish to investigate the literature
on public management reform. For example, a student who researched public manage-
ment reform solely by visiting government websites would be likely to come up with a
picture of what was going on that was both overly simple and overly optimistic. Even texts
produced by academics cannot be assumed to be ‘neutral’, partly because many public
management academics also work in consultancy and advice roles but also because the
academic world is itself divided between competing theoretical andmethodological camps
(Pollitt, 2016b).
We can advocate source criticism and we can comment on the contested nature of the

literature, but of course we cannot ourselves entirely escape from this ongoing contest. On
the one hand, we can assure readers that this book is not written to promote any particular
reform or to satisfy any particular ‘customer’. We have striven to be impartial, and to look
for good-quality evidence from wherever we can find it. (This has meant, inter alia, that in
some places we have used evidence and ideas sourced from others in the academic world

COMPARATIVE PUBLIC MANAGEMENT REFORM: THE KEY DEBATES 29



with whom we differ over a range of issues. Nevertheless, if they have interesting findings
or insights, we gladly adopt these, even if there remain other theoretical or normative
disagreements between us.) Our general stance is sceptical but (we hope) appreciative of
the sheer complexity and difficulty which reformers themselves routinely face—and
which academics who wish to understand what is going on must also grapple with. Yet
despite these good intentions and despite our academic independence, we cannot claim to
offer a God’s-eye view of what has been happening. To make any sense at all we have to
employ some theories and conceptual frameworks and methods and, as soon as we do
that, we necessarily import particular sorting devices that screen out some elements and
screen in others. This process has already begun—as we warned, our conceptual frame-
work for assessing results (Figure 1.1) would be regarded as unduly rationalistic by some.

Thus both material interests and theoretical perspectives greatly influence the kinds of
knowledge that are formed concerning public management reform. This is not a cause for
despair: it is simply a sign that this branch of knowledge is heavily engaged with the real
world, warts and all. After all, inmost countries publicmanagement reform affects the daily
lives of most of the population. In many ways it is more important than the ephemeral
thrills and spills of ‘high politics’, because it may have direct impacts on the enduring
basics—education, health, crime, safety—things whose effects last far longer than the
transient personalities and slogans that so often occupy the headlines. In this spirit, we
welcome you to our attempt to make sense of nearly four decades of reform.
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2 Problems and responses:
a process model of public
management reform

Reform means change in a direction advocated by some groups or individuals. It does

not necessarily mean improvement.

(Rubin, 1992, p. 20)

2.1 Why has there been so much reform?

There has been a huge amount of public management reform since 1980. The present
authors share, with many other commentators, an impression of waves of reforms across
many countries. Of course, there were also reforms in earlier periods (see, e.g., Bouckaert,
1994; König, 1996, pp. 44–5; Pollitt, 1984). However, the changes since 1980 have been
distinguished by an international character and a degree of political salience which marks
them out from the more parochial or technical changes of the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s. In
some countries there have been deliberate attempts to remodel the state. In many coun-
tries reform has been accompanied by large claims from politicians to the effect that
wholesale change, with sharp improvements in performance, was both desirable and
achievable. As we explained in Chapter 1, there has beenmore ‘hype’ about administrative
change, in more countries, more or less simultaneously, than ever before. Interestingly,
one effect of the austerity which has prevailed since 2010 has been to take the edge off this
rampant optimism. More recently the rhetoric of transformed and better public services
has given way to a narrative of preservation. By ‘doing more for less’ and constant
innovation we can preserve ‘the front line’ and—it is said—the essential quality of our
education, healthcare, social care, police, and other basic systems.
If this impression of pre-austerity hyperactivity is even approximately correct, then one

question must be ‘Why?’What were the forces driving the reformers? Why was it that, on
the one hand, many countries participated in the stampede to remodel their public
sectors, while, on the other, some were much more cautious? How can we explain both
the similarities and the differences between what has happened in this country as com-
pared with that? Chapter 1 offered a first, very brief, overview of these questions, but that
was only to scratch the surface. The development of more systematic answers will occupy
much of this book. A useful first step is to develop a general model of the process of
management reform, and that is the task we address in this chapter.



It is important to note that this is a different kind of model from those we introduced in
the previous chapter (NPM, NWS, NPG, etc.). They are usually presented either as norma-
tive models of desired states (objectives to be achieved) or as models of reform processes
that are under way (thus many commentators have claimed that actual reform paths
are shifting from NPM to NPG). The model we are about to outline here is not of that
type. It is a general model of how and why public management reform takes place. It
is entirely agnostic as to what current trends are or where things should be going. It simply
models the forces and influences affecting reformers, be they believers in NPM, NPG, or
a flat earth.

2.2 A model of public management reform

Our model is intended as a first approximation. Its purpose is to provide a framework for
subsequent discussion by depicting the broad forces which have been at work in both
driving and restraining change. A model such as this is a conceptual map, a diagram of
forces, and a heuristic device. From it and within it we can develop more detailed sets of
typologies and more specific theories which will classify and explain specific patterns and
trends, both within individual countries and across groups of countries. The model is
therefore a way of learning—as anyone attempting to draw even a simple diagram of the
influences on reform will quickly discover for themselves. It will also serve to structure a
lot of the empirical material which we subsequently introduce (e.g. in the country files,
Appendix B).

Figure 2.1 shows ourmodel. It represents an inductive synthesis of what we have learned
about the process of reform in many countries. It is as simple as we could make it without
doing injustice to the real complexity of the processes we are endeavouring to identify and
assess. Even so, it is complex enough to require some explication.

2.3 The forces at work

Let us first consider the broad architecture of the model, since this embodies a number of
our key assumptions and concepts. A first and very important point is that themodel takes
the government of a single country as its framework. This is already something of an
oversimplification, because, as we noted in Chapter 1, international organizations and
networks frequently play important parts in such reforms (see, e.g., Mahon and McBride,
2009). Nevertheless, the key reform decisions are usually formally taken by national
governments, even if they proceed under the influence of wider networks or international
organizations like the OECD or the World Bank. So that is where we begin.

At the centre of the figure lies the process of elite decision-making. That is no accident,
since one of our theories is that most of the changes we are concerned with have been
predominantly ‘top-down’, at least in the sense of having been conceived and executed by
executive politicians and/or senior civil servants. Of course (as the diagram explicitly
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acknowledges), these elites may be heavily influenced by ideas and pressures from else-
where (including the international influences just mentioned), and, what is more, their
plansmay be blown off course. (Furthermore, over time, elites change their composition—
they are themselves not a fixed entity.) Nevertheless, public management reform—

certainly in central governments—is a process that tends to begin in the upper, rather
than the lower, reaches of governance, and which allows for a measure of choice as to the
specific instruments and techniques which are chosen. Notice that, within box J, we
distinguish between elite perceptions of what reforms are desirable and elite perceptions
of what reforms are feasible (the elites are the same in both cases). This distinction reflects
the commonplace of political life that, as Sir Michael Jagger once sang, ‘You can’t always
get what you want’ (even if you are a president or prime minister). There are obstacles—
economic, ergonomic, and legal—and there are also conservative forces which resist
change (and are not necessarily wrong to do so!). Reformers are frequently in the position
of desiring more than what they actually propose, but ‘censoring’ their own aspirations in
the interests of framing a lesser package that stands a better chance of being accepted.
Notice, also, that perceptions of what is desirable are not merely identifications of what is
technically optimal. They are very much cultural as well as technical, as, equally, are
perceptions of what is feasible (which will usually be calculated in terms of the norms
and expectations of other key actors).

B.
Global economic
forces

C.
Socio-demographic
change

D.
Socio-economic
policies

A. SOCIO-ECONOMIC FORCES

F.
New management
ideas

G.
Pressure from
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I.
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J.
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What is
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K. ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEM

L. Content of reform package

M. Implementation process

N. Results achieved

E. POLITICAL SYSTEM

Figure 2.1 A model of public management reform
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There are three other general points to be made about the centrality of elite decision-
making in themodel. First, it is the exception rather than the rule for reform schemes to be
comprehensive, even in intent. Reformers try to improve this or that institution or
programme, or sometimes a whole sector (health, education), but they seldom attempt
to remodel the entire sweep of public sector institutions in one go. Goodin (1996, p. 28)
expressed this point well: ‘Typically there is no single design or designer. There are just lots
of localized attempts at partial design cutting across one another, and any sensible scheme
for institutional design has to take account of that fact.’ Even the reforms in New Zealand
between 1984 and 1993, which were unusual for the extent to which they formed a
coherent whole and were (initially at least) driven by one small group, evolved over time
and were significantly affected by a host of practical considerations which blunted the
purity of the theories which lay behind them (Boston et al., 1996, pp. 81–6).
The second general point is that it is easy to exaggerate the degree of intentionality in

many reforms. The final results of reform efforts (box N) in the diagram may bear only a
loose relationship to the intentions embodied in the elite’s original manifesto for change
(box L). Again, Goodin makes the point: ‘Institutions are often the product of intentional
activities gone wrong—unintended by-products, the products of various intentional
actions cutting across one another, misdirected intentions or just plain mistakes’
(Goodin, 1996, p. 28). Thus, although we locate elite decision-making at the centre of
the process of reform, and although we would maintain that intentional acts of institu-
tional redesign have been crucial to the stories we have to tell, this should not be read as
an elevation of organizational elites into God-like designers who are routinely able to
realize bold and broad schemes of improvement. On the contrary, we envisage their
schemes as frequently vulnerable to cognitive limitations, cross-cutting actions, politico-
administrative roadblocks, and unforeseen developments of a wide variety of kinds (see
March and Olsen, 1996, chapter 6, for an extended account of the pitfalls, both cognitive
and motivational, and Hammond, 1996, for a brilliantly argued demonstration of why
having more of one kind of desired result often inevitably means having more of another
kind of problem as well). The most prominent of these complicating factors are discussed
further later in this chapter, and subsequently.

The third general point is that public management reform does not usually consist of a
few elite persons coming along with a bright idea. Neither the persons nor the ideas appear
out of a vacuum. The elite usually has quite distinctive channels of recruitment. The ideas
nearly always come from somewhere—a management consultancy, an academic, a neigh-
bouring government, the OECD, or whatever. The whole point of our model is to see the
elite decision-making in the centre, but as a process that is powerfully shaped by a much
wider context.

Surrounding the elite decision-making at the heart of Figure 2.1 there are therefore three
large groups of elements. In the top left there is a group of economic and socio-
demographic factors (A, including B, C, D). In the top right there is a group of political
and intellectual factors (E, including F, G, H). In the bottom half of the figure there is a
group of administrative factors (K, including L, M, N). It is from the interplay between
these principal elements that management changes emerge.

We will now proceed to examine each of these influences inmore detail, beginning with
the socio-economic factors (box A). (Those wishing to see how these factors interact in
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specific cases should go to the individual country files in Appendix B, where developments
in each country are set out using exactly these same categories.) Box A itself represents the
general set of these factors, which is both broad and diverse. Some such factors can be
thought of as structural, in the sense that they are deep-rooted and long-lasting. The
population structure would be one example. We may not immediately think that popu-
lation changes would have much effect on public management reform, but that would be
a mistake. For example, two of the reform-prompting problems which many governments
face at the moment are the increasing costs and complexity of the welfare state (which
have a lot to do with the presence of a larger percentage of elderly people in our popula-
tions) and the difficulty of adequately staffing the public service, because the big cohorts
that were born in the 1940s and 1950s, and which joined the public service in the 1960s
and 1970s, have recently retired, or are now retiring, all within a short space of time
(Pollitt, 2016b, chapter 6). Other factors may be less long-term or wide-scope: for example,
a sudden burst of asylum seekers resulting from a civil war in a neighbouring country may
have multiple implications for the management of a range of public services in the
receiving countries (including education, housing, and, of course, border control).
Box B represents the influence of global economic forces. Some commentators ascribe a

large and dominating influence to these (for thoughtful critiques of such arguments, see
Scholte, 2000). It is often said that the globalization of capital markets and the growth of
multinational corporations and international trade have weakened the control national
governments are able to exert over ‘their’ economies. It is therefore no longer possible for a
government to sustain for very long a level of public spending that global money markets
deem to be imprudent. The intensification of international competition has also obliged
governments to give greater attention than ever before to the competitiveness of ‘their’
firms. Firms are unlikely to compete effectively if they are weighed down either by high
taxes (to finance high public spending) or by tedious and heavy bureaucracy. What is
more, national and local governments are more restricted than they used to be in their
ability to address costly and painful social problems such as unemployment.
As a consequence of increased capital mobility and tax competition, the power of all

national governments to tax capital assets and capital incomes has been reduced. By the
same token, national monetary policy can no longer reduce interest rates below the
international level in order to stimulate productive investment, and higher rates of tax
mean that running fiscal deficits to expand aggregate demand has become more expen-
sive. National governments have thus largely lost their ability to avert rising unemploy-
ment through the strategies of macroeconomic management that were still relatively
effective in the 1960s and 1970s. Hence, the more social policy systems were implicitly
premised on continuing full employment, the more they have come under stress. Since
2007 we have seen how problems in the finance sector can quickly spread from finance to
the ‘real economy’, and from country to country, until they amount to a global economic
crisis. Governments felt obliged to ‘rescue’ banks by huge expenditures which, in turn,
unbalanced public budgets. Thus economic and fiscal crises from 2008 led to cutbacks in
public programmes and to restrictions on the recruitment, pay, and pensions of public
servants all over Europe and North America (Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015; OECD, 2015,
pp. 110–11). It also led to a reorganization of fiscal responsibility by changing the archi-
tecture of public financial management. This included greater attention being given to
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assessing fiscal risk, reassuring the independence of ‘high councils’, and (re)defining fiscal
rules and their transparency in implementation (Cangiano et al., 2013). A further impact
was the changing role of central government vis-à-vis local government. The fiscal crisis
and austerity policies hit local governments. There has been a growing tendency towards
recentralizing powers, reducing local autonomy, cutting back local resources, and inten-
sifying upper-level control and supervision measures over local authorities (Kuhlmann
and Bouckaert, 2016).

Here we have one set of reasons for widespread public sector reforms—to restrain public
spending, lighten the bureaucratic burden, and reshape social policies that can no longer
be afforded.

These economic rationales are powerful. They are widely rehearsed and believed. How-
ever, it is important not to exaggerate their explanatory power. While it seems entirely
probable that global economic forces have been a vital background factor in prompting
consideration of administrative reform, they do not usually determine the precise form or
timing or degree of that reform. Some of the detail necessary to support this contention
will be presented later, but it can immediately be pointed out that the pattern of manage-
ment change has differed considerably from country to country, suggesting that the
effects of global markets are not uniform. Furthermore, the timing of particular reforms
in particular countries frequently does not correlate at all with economic crises. Even when
the 2008 global economic crisis had made it obvious that large public expenditure cuts
were necessary, political parties in a number of countries repeatedly postponed defining
the precise targets and full extent of these (very unpopular) cuts while they struggled for
electoral advantage (Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015).

Finally, it should be noted that economic pressures do not themselves translate directly
into some particular type of management reform. Reformers need ideas—models or pat-
terns or plans or visions of how the public sector could be better organized. Markets
may provide the pressure to do something but they do not supply the ideas of exactly
what to do.

In practice, a further problem with those commentators who present ‘globalization’ as a
dominant and determining influence on institutional changes is that the concept itself is
frequently deployed in a vague or even contradictory manner. For a satisfactory analysis
one would need, at a minimum, to distinguish the different mechanisms and modalities
involved in the increasing interconnectedness of world financial markets, extensions to
free trade, technological standardization, and internationalization (e.g. the global spread
of certain brands of computer software or hardware) and what one might term cultural
globalization (McDonalds, certain films, fashions, sporting events, etc.). Too often these
rather different processes are all lumped together in a single utopian or dystopian fashion.

In short, economic forms of globalization do seem to have been a major influence on
institutional change, but one which has acted through a number of other, intervening
factors. These filters have been crucial in determining the precise shape and timing of the
reforms in particular countries.

Socio-demographic change (box C) is a second background pressure of considerable
importance. By this we refer to the pressures arising from changes in the patterns of life for
millions of citizens in each of our countries. They are too numerous to list in their entirety
here, but include, most notably, increased life expectancy, changes in the patterns of
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family life (especially a higher incidence of single-parent and single-person households),
and a considerable rise in the average level of unemployment as compared with the boom
years of 1950–73. The basic effect of many of these social changes has been to increase the
demand falling upon state-provided or state-financed services—particularly healthcare,
social care, and social security. Thus, to have an increasing proportion of elderly people in
a population implies a considerable growth in welfare expenditure. In most modern states
social security (pensions, unemployment benefits, and other benefits in cash and kind) is
the largest single item in the state budget, and healthcare is frequently the second largest.
Broad changes in the levels of demand for these services therefore translate into significant
public expenditure increases—just as global economic pressures are pushing in the other
direction. In some countries commentators have painted frightening scenarios of state
finances collapsing under unsupportable welfare burdens, with millions of citizens being
deprived of their expected rights and benefits.
How does all this affect public management reform? Again, as with the globalization of

capital and trade flows, the impacts are indirect. An increase in the number of pensioners
or of the unemployed does not by itself produce a particular type of organizational change.
But what it does do is provide powerful incentives for politicians and civil servants to look
for ways of easing the strain on the system. These may include lowering the rates of
increase in benefits (e.g. by de-indexing them from wages and salaries), narrowing the
categories of eligibility (so as to concentrate on the ‘most needy’), or increasing charges
and co-payments by the beneficiaries. But they have also tended to include changes which
have more obvious impacts on the ways in which such services are organized and man-
aged. For example, streamlining may be implemented with a view to reducing adminis-
trative overheads; commercial and voluntary sector participation in the process of
provisionmay be encouraged and/or there may be wholesale restructurings of the relevant
departments and agencies in an attempt to build in stronger incentives to economy and
efficiency (see, e.g., for the US, Peterson, 2000 or, for Sweden, Micheletti, 2000).
These background pressures therefore reflect themselves in foreground socio-economic

policies, which may oscillate quite rapidly over time (box D). We can now move to the
second cluster of influential factors—those concerned with the political system. To begin
with we need to take into account the general, structural features of this system, which are
represented in Figure 2.1 by box E. These features may make management reform more or
less straightforward. For example, in Germany a strict constitutional lawmakes it difficult,
if not impossible, for major restructurings to take place at the federal level, whereas in the
UK the process of changing the machinery of government has long been remarkably easy,
usually involving only secondary legislation that can easily be passed through the legisla-
ture by the executive (Pollitt, 1984, 2007). Note here the important role that the law can
play in facilitating, shaping, or sometimes restraining public management reform.Moving
to another aspect of the political system, it may be observed that, in countries such as
Finland or Belgium, which are characterized by consensual political systems and coalition
governments, the process of management reform is likely to be less harsh and combative
than in countries such as Australia or the UK, where the political systems are more
adversarial. A final example would be the high degree of protection which the constitu-
tions of Germany and the Nordic countries afford to regional/local/municipal govern-
ment. This usually means that central governments in these countries find it relatively
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difficult to extend the reforming process to the local level—unless and until there is a
reasonable coalition of political support for reform at that level itself. Contrast this with
Mrs Thatcher’s ability, in the UK during the 1980s, actually to abolish the Greater London
Council and the six metropolitan county authorities when she found herself in disagree-
ment with their politics and policies. These contrasting features of different political
systems are to some extent structural—as in the electoral system and the corresponding
pattern of political parties—and to some extent cultural—as with the heavy emphasis on
relatively ‘polite’ collective discussion and agreement which characterizes systems such as
those of the Finland and Sweden.

In contrast with the constraints and restraints which often flow from the deep structures
of political systems, there are also, within those same systems, dynamic elements. One
such that is of particular importance for our theme is the influx of newmanagement ideas
into the public sector (box F). Over recent decades this has generated a rich flux of ideas
about how to manage almost anything, from a corner shop to ‘Great Britain, plc’. These
ideas have echoed around business schools, corporate boardrooms, government seminars,
and even airport bookstands. There has been considerable inter-country borrowing, facili-
tated by international bodies such as PUMA/OECD and the World Bank. There can be no
doubt that the selling of management ideas was one of the growth industries of the 1980s
and 1990s (Andrews, 2013; Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 2002). Equally, there can be
little doubt that the writings of the gurus and the presentations of the management
consultants have influenced political and civil service leaders in a number of the countries
examined in this book. Perhaps the most celebrated case was the intellectual line of
descent which ran from generic management writers such as Peter Drucker and Tom
Peters through the authors of the American bestseller Reinventing government (Osborne
and Gaebler, 1992) to the major US federal government report Creating a government that
works better and costs less: report of the National Performance Review (Gore, 1993).

Of course, management ideas, however fashionable, very seldom get translated in a pure
form directly into specific reforms. Rather, they flow into a larger pool of ideas, drawn from
a variety of sources, which are made use of by political and administrative elites (box J).
Nevertheless, generic management ideas have been prominent on the face of public sector
reforms, perhaps especially in Australasia, North America, and the UK, but also, more
recently to some extent even in France (Bezès, 2007; Eymeri-Douzans, 2009). In many
countries generic approaches and techniques such as Management by Objectives (MBO),
Total Quality Management (TQM), benchmarking, outsourcing, and Business Process
Re-engineering (BPR) have been widely adopted within the public sector. These are the
individual dishes which we referred to in Chapter 1—items which can be combined to
make more or less coherent models/menus. Alongside these specific management tech-
niques, and often interwoven with them, organizational design principles based on
microeconomic theories have also been extensively adopted. In New Zealand, for
example, public choice theory, agency theory, and transaction cost economics were all
influential (Boston et al., 1996, chapter 2).
In Chapter 1 we stressed the growing internationalization of public management. Cer-

tainly this has become increasingly true for management ideas. Departments and units
charged with administrative reform have their own international networks, both bilateral
and multilateral. The Public Management Service (PUMA) of the OECD was an influential
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nodal point in these networks from the late 1980s onwards (see, e.g., OECD 1995, 2005b;
Halligan, 1996a; Premfors, 1998). Other networks have also emerged, such as the ‘Re-
inventing Government’ conferences that came from the Clinton/Gore reforms in the USA,
but were then marketed internationally as ‘Global Forums’, or the World Bank’s promo-
tion of a specific set of ideas about what constitutes ‘good governance’ (Arndt, 2008).
Box G in Figure 2.1 represents pressure from citizens. It should immediately be acknow-

ledged that management reform is not usually at the top of the citizenry’s list of priorities.
Neither is it a topic upon which most men and women in the street have very specific
suggestions to offer. If we define reform as deliberate changes to governmental structures
and functions, then we must immediately concede that most citizens know very little
about these structures and functions, except at the top surface, or ‘sharp end’, of a
government website or service counter or police cordon. It would be unrealistic to expect
citizens to generate detailed proposals for reforming an inner machinery of which they
know not much, and about which they have only very limited incentives to learn.
However, although lay citizens are unlikely to be brimming with concrete proposals for
better management, they can and, on occasion, do exert pressure for change. If, for
example, citizens become used to very rapid and customer-friendly transactions in
banks, building societies, and shops, they may become progressively more and more
discontented with post offices or benefits payment agencies which are slow, inflexible,
and inhospitable. Such discontent with low standards of service in state institutions may
then be expressed to political representatives, or the media, who then communicate them
onwards to the elites (box J). More dramatically, if it is widely believed that civil servants
are corrupt, or that a particular service is being delivered in a seriously inequitable or even
dangerous way, then public opinion may mobilize to create pressure for reform. Thus,
while the views of citizens seldom seem to be the shaping force for particular reforms,
there can be circumstances in which they constitute an important background influence.
For example, the fatal explosion of a firework store in the Dutch city of Enschede in 2001
crystallized a major debate in that country concerning alleged laxity and ‘cosiness’ in
regimes of public regulation.
Box H identifies party political ideas as a further influence on public management

change. Political parties acquire ideas about how they would like to govern, and these
include issues of structure, style, and process. For example, a party may decide that it
wishes to ‘reduce bureaucracy’ or to ‘decentralize and put power closer to the people’. Or
it may adopt more specific proposals such as creating a special ministry or agency for the
environment, the regions, the family, border security, or any other topic which happens to
be prominent or fashionable. Party political ideas may be more or less ideologically
charged. One doctrine that was influential in a number of countries during the 1980s
and 1990s was that of privatization. When construed as a consistent preference for private
over public provision, this doctrine had a very obvious and immediate impact on the
public sector—it reduced its size. Australia, New Zealand, and the UK all pursued vigorous
privatization programmes of this type, and the doctrine was also applied, albeit in a less
unremitting way, in many other countries. More recently a number of political leaders
have proclaimed the need for more ‘joined-up’ government, with greater integration
between hitherto separate policies or services (see, e.g., Bogdanor, 2005; Kernaghan,
2009b; Pollitt, 2003b).
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Party political ideas are sometimes internally generated and derived from a specifically
political agenda that party activists are developing (box H). On other occasions the ideas
may come from outside, from popular movements among the electorate (box G) or from
the worlds of business or academia (box F). It is clear, for example, that in relation to
public management issues, the ideas of the 1980s Conservative governments in the UK,
and of the 1984–90 Labour governments in New Zealand, were extensively influenced by
the theories of economists from the public choice school (Boston et al., 1996; Pollitt, 1993).
Equally, the Republican administration of President Reagan was heavily populated with
business advisers, while its Democratic successors during the mid-1990s also made deliber-
ate use of what they called ‘Lessons learned from America’s best companies’ (Gore, 1997).

It should be noted, en passant, that all these flows of ideas can be amplified by the mass
media. Political systems have become more and more closely attuned to and bound in
with the mass media and with social media, and if a reform idea can achieve exposure on
national TV, in themain newspapers, or by ‘going viral’ on social media, it will be virtually
guaranteed at least some serious political attention. While the detailed technicalities of
reform (e.g. accruals accounting versus cash-based accounting) are unlikely to catch the
attention of TV pundits or the Twitterati, more general ideas (that the railways are a mess
and need reorganizing, or that too many people are defrauding the welfare system) do
receive wide media exposure, and help to increase pressure for management reform. We
have not devoted a specific box to the media in Figure 2.1, but one can perhaps think of
the TV, the press, and social media as general influences that can (sometimes quite
suddenly) ‘heat up’ a particular part of the diagram, amplifying the volume and force of
communications and discussions of particular issues.

There is one influence which operates outside the main groupings of socio-economic
forces, political system factors, and elements of the administrative system. Box I represents
the effect of chance events such as scandals, natural or man-made disasters, accidents, and
unpredictable tragedies such as shootings or epidemics. While these can clearly partake of
socio-economic or political factors (trains can collide because of lack of public investment
in maintenance or signalling equipment; a crazed gunman may bear a grudge against the
government), their most obvious features are their newsworthiness and their unpredict-
ability. The effect of such events on reform programmes may not be obvious, but occa-
sionally it is significant. For example, the Cave Creek disaster in New Zealand (when an
observation platform collapsed in a nature reserve) sharply focusedmedia attention on the
issue of public accountability in a newly decentralized system (Gregory, 1998). The
explosion at Enschede, mentioned earlier, had a similar effect in the Netherlands. In the
USA the disaster that destroyed the Space Shuttle Challenger led to a major overhaul of
NASA (the National Aeronautics and Space Administration), one of the largest federal
agencies. Thus, physical accidents have a tendency to transmute into organizational or
even institutional crises. At a more personal level, ministers are prone to a variety of
‘accidents’ (including ethical misdemeanours, sexual indiscretions, or simple illnesses)
and occasionally individuals with strong reforming ideas may arrive or depart for reasons
quite unconnected with their management priorities.

Accidents and disasters come in many different forms and sizes, and the examples given
in the previous paragraph far from exhaust the catalogue. We also need to remember that
disasters can be global in reach and that, except for a few unlistened-to prophets, the
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global economic collapse of 2008 came as a quite unexpected and sudden tidal wave. Its
impacts on public administration were vast and various, and are still being felt.
Taking a broad view, therefore, the upsurge of reforms in the last thirty years or so can be

attributed to an intensification of a number of factors, but perhaps particularly global
economic forces, socio-economic change, and the supply of new management ideas
(boxes B, C, and F). However, these pressures do not enjoy free play over a smooth surface.
On the contrary, they soon wash up against countervailing forces—not only the recalci-
trance of those groups with a vested interest in the status quo, but also less animated
sources of resistance. Existing ways of doing things may be entrenched in laws or regula-
tions or cultural norms which take time or political majorities (or both) to change. At the
strong end, a particular kind of management change may require an adjustment to a
country’s constitution—or, in the case of EU institutions—to the founding treaties. Fur-
thermore, even if the majority are agreed that the existing administrative structures or
procedures are inadequate, it may be hard to agree on what to do instead (especially if, as is
often the case, reform in one direction raises risks in another). Or it may simply be that to
manage in a new and desired way may require a considerable investment in new infor-
mation technology, new accounting systems, and/or new training programmes for the
staff concerned before it can be put into practice. All these factors represent the costs of
change and they also help determine the timescale of change (Pollitt, 2008). Often reform-
ers underestimate these until they get close to them (as they approach or get into
implementation—box M).
Many of the costs of change can be thought of as being associated with the dismantling

of existing political and administrative systems in order to ‘make room’ for the new. In
every country, much history and many political bargains—and therefore some wisdom—

are built into existing systems. Such systems are archaeological maps of past struggles and
settlements (March and Simon, 1996, p. 205). Economists and political scientists increas-
ingly employ notions of ‘path dependency’ to show how certain laws, rules, and institu-
tions can create strong disincentives for change, because somuch is already invested in the
existing ways of doing things (Pierson, 2000; Pollitt, 2008; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009).
Similarly, with management reform, staff are obliged to relinquish old ways and learn new
ones.Well-oiled networks of information and influence are disturbed and new, less certain
ones put in their place. Politicians who were used to one configuration of authority within
those state agencies that most interested them now have to get used to a new pattern, and
possibly one which will be more difficult for them to influence or communicate through.
And so on. We have already discussed the restraining effects of political structures (box E)
and we will nowmove on to look at the corresponding structures of administrative systems.
The two act jointly to temper the ardour of the reformers with the sober difficulties of
shifting the status quo. Thus we depict them as enclosing and surrounding the more
specific and dynamic pressures of the moment.
Administrative systems (box K) are often difficult to change in more than incremental

ways. For example, the UK civil service is built around a core of generalists, whereas many
continental civil services, including the French and German, consist mainly of staff
trained in law. A cultural and disciplinary difference of this type cannot be eliminated
overnight—it influences the way in which officials conceptualize and approach a wide
variety of issues. Structural differences can also be significant: in Sweden and Finland
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central government for long consisted of a group ofmodest-sizedministries surrounded by
a circle of relatively independent administrative agencies which had responsibility for
most operational issues. This was a more decentralized system than that which obtained
(until recently, at least) in France or the UK. Many of the issues for which local or
municipal authorities in the UK would deal directly with a central ministry would be
taken care of by agencies in Finland or Sweden. For the Nordic countries to change
required new legislation and a reconsideration of the highly political issue of relations
between central government and municipalities. It could be done (and to some extent has
been), but not quickly or lightly. A third example would be personnel regulations. These
are clearly necessary to ensure that public servants behave with propriety and consistency.
Yet they tend to develop amomentum of their own. Over the years huge manuals are built
up, with each unusual occurrence leading to more paragraphs or pages being added. It can
be very difficult fundamentally to reduce or revise this tangle of interlocking rules and
regulations. When, in 1993, the American vice president launched the National Perform-
ance Review, the federal personnel manual was presented as a symbol of traditional, overly
complex bureaucratic rule-making, and a copy was ceremonially burned on the lawn of
the White House. The reality was less impressive than this publicity stunt—a huge civil
service could not really throw away all its internal rules, and most agencies seem to have
continued to applymost of the rules as before. As one American colleague put it to us, ‘The
copy that was burned cannot have been the only one.’ Personnel regulations have become
notable constraints on reform in a number of countries—perhaps especially Belgium,
France, and Italy—and also for the European Commission.

At a more pedestrian level, administrative systems can still be hard to budge. Consider a
straightforward benefits-claiming system. Claimants come to a social security office and
fill in a form. The form is then checked by counter staff who, if the claim is in order, make
the appropriate payment. Let us suppose that a decision is made to reform this system by
introducing computerized technology. In theory the new procedures will be quicker and
less staff-intensive. Large efficiency gains are predicted. In practice even this simple-
sounding reform can involve extensive complications. Hundreds, if not thousands of
staff will need training to use the new computer technology. The educational qualifica-
tions needed for counter staff may need to be increased. Public service unions are likely to
be concerned about any such changes, and are even more likely to resist attempts to reap
efficiency gains which take the form of staff reductions. The purchase of the necessary
computer software may be less than straightforward (Dunleavy et al., 2006a). Questions
about linking the data held on the new system to other computerized government
databanks and about the security of personal details held on file may also arise, and
these are likely to have legal implications. And so on. To manage the change well will
take considerable forethought, planning, and time. To announce the reform is the easy
part, to carry it through requires patience and resolve. During the 1980s and 1990s the UK
Department of Social Security struggled hard to implement a huge computerization
project called the ‘Operational Strategy’, but in the end the results fell well short of what
had been forecast (National Audit Office, 1999, p. 25).

Despite these potentially formidable obstacles to radical or rapid change, reform
programmes are launched, and frequently do make an impact. In Figure 2.1 boxes
L, M, and N represent this more dynamic aspect of the administrative system. These
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activities—announcing reform packages, implementing changes, and achieving results—
are the main focus of the remainder of our book, and their treatment here will be corres-
pondingly brief.
The content of reform packages (L) is the product of the interaction between the desirable

and the feasible, mentioned earlier. When announced, such packages frequently display a
considerable rhetorical dimension, playing harmonies on the styles and ideas of the
moment. They attempt to establish, or reinforce, discourses which support the particular
institutional changes under consideration. Here is an example from the USA:

If somebodyhad said in1993 thatwithin10years the federal governmentwouldbe smaller, customer-
driven, worker-friendly, and run like America’s best companies, they would have drawn . . . jeers.

But that was the challenge that President Clinton handed down four years ago when he askedme
to reinvent the federal government—to put the wheels back on. We agreed right then that we
needed to bring a revolution to the federal government: we call it reinventing government.

(Vice President Gore, 1997, p. 1)

Or this, from theminister offinance in a new, right-wingDanish government in the autumn
of 2002: ‘The public sectormust learn to think, act and bemanaged on the same terms as the
private sector. The old bureaucrats must be smoked out!’ (Pederson, 2002, p. 2).
Reform announcements are therefore as much texts to be interpreted as they are

blueprints for administrative action. Some reform announcements come to rather little,
so it is always advisable to check how far the initial promises have been realized in the
medium term. It is also important to recognize that announcing reforms and making
recommendations may become activities with a value of their own, without any necessary
follow through. Politicians, consultants, and academics can make quite decent livings out
of producing statements and reports, even if little else happens in the longer run. Many
countries can show at least some examples of political andmanagerial rhetoric outrunning
measured achievement (for a long-term Swedish example, see Sundström, 2006; for the
UK, Hood and Dixon, 2015; Pollitt, 2013c).
The process of implementation (M) is a particularly important stage of the reform process.

The ‘science’ of administration is hardly exact. Much is learned during the attempt to put
reform ideas into practice, and some of that learning frequently translates into departures
from the original design. During the 1970s an Anglo-American academic literature focus-
ing on this stage appeared. One particularly influential work was subtitled ‘How great
expectations in Washington are dashed in Oakland’ (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973). It
explained how top-down reforms were implemented through long chains of decisions and
many levels of administration, and the chances of success were no better than the strength
of the weakest link. Although subsequent scholarship has suggested that this mainly linear
model of the implementation process is too simple, the basic point about the
complexity of the process running from ideas to actual accomplishments stands (Hill
and Hupe, 2002).
Indeed, the complexity of implementation processes may well be on the increase. More

and more programmes are delivered through networks of organizations rather than by a
single implementor (Kickert et al., 1997; Noordegraaf, 2015; Osborne, 2000; Rosenau,
2000). These networks may include different levels of government, independent public
corporations, public/private hybrid bodies, commercial firms, and voluntary, non-profit
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associations. The NPM doctrines referred to in Chapter 1 have amplified this kind of
fragmentation (Bouckaert et al., 2010). Furthermore, implementation networks increas-
ingly need to be international—most obviously for policies in fields such as telecommu-
nications, transport, the environment, or communicable diseases. The implications of all
this for management reform are complex. If such reforms are to be effective, it seems they
will often have to take the whole of a network as their ‘unit of analysis’, rather than just a
single organization. However, both the available theories and the available authority
could easily be inadequate for such a task. Ideas about how to design or redesign networks
of different types of organization are in short supply. And the authority to carry through
integrated reform of a whole network may not exist—each member of the network being
its own master in the matter of management change.

Another problem that can arise during implementation is that individual reforms,
though they may make good sense in themselves, may contradict or detract from other
reforms which are being carried through at the same time. For example, the assistant
auditor general of Canada, commenting on the slow progress made by various public
service quality improvement initiatives during the early 1990s, observed:

Our review of relevant documents and our discussions with service managers indicated that they
had many reasons for not having made more progress toward the government’s repeated commit-
ments. The reasons included the public service strike of 1991, government reorganisation in 1992,
the change of government in 1993 and the subsequent Program Review and associated cutbacks,
as well as re-engineering exercises carried out by individual departments. (Auditor General of
Canada, 1997, para. 14.65)

Implementation is also a crucial stage in the sense that it can directly feed back to the elite
decision-makers’ ideas about what to do next—whether to continue along a given reform
path or change tack. For example, in New Zealand a particularly elaborate and sophisti-
cated performance management system was put in place from the mid-1980s onwards. By
the mid-1990s, as this system matured, it was recognized that there were dangers in too
tight a focus on measurable outputs. The ultimate objectives of programmes (to educate
children, lower unemployment, etc.) could be displaced by an intense concentration on
how many lessons were delivered, how many unemployment training courses had been
held, and a host of other measures of process and output. With this concern in mind, the
New Zealand Senior Public Managers Conference for 1997 had the title and theme ‘Raising
our game: from outputs to outcomes’.

Finally we come to the end of this long and complicated road—the achievements that
eventually accrue from the process of reform (boxN). Thesemight, ormight not, bear a close
resemblance to the original aspirations of the politico-administrative elite. Whether they do
or not, like the implementation phase, these ‘results’ are likely to feed back into earlier stages
of the process—particularly to elite perceptions of what types of change are desirable and
feasible (J). In practice the ‘final results’ of reform are frequently difficult to identify and/or
attribute with any confidence (National Audit Office, 2010). Rhetoric and reality can be very
hard to disentangle. Indeed, ultimately ‘the final reality’ cannot be wholly separated out,
because it is so thoroughly impregnated with the competing discourses through which it is
constituted. Furthermore, although new administrative structures and processes may
unmistakably exist, it is often a problem to know just how far they can be attributed to
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some preceding reform (Pawson, 2013; Pollitt, 1995: Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2003). In inter-
views practitioners very often trace specific impacts back to a variety of influences, of which
a particular reform is only one. In short, the process is usually messy rather than neat.

2.4 Concluding remarks

Wehave now presented ourmodel of the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of publicmanagement reform. It
depicts the process as multifaceted and liable to modification at a number of different
stages. It embodies interactions between background socio-economic influences, political
pressures, specific ideas that are in current circulation, and features of the administrative
system itself. It identifies both pressures for change and sources of resistance against change.
It reserves a role for the unintentional and the accidental. It already hints at, and allows for,
considerable variation between countries, not least because they enter into the process of
change fromdifferent starting points, in the sense that each country has its own distinctive
political and administrative system (Figure 2.1, boxes E and K). It incorporates several
important feedback loops, as reformers learn from the process of implementation (and
with the internationalization of the ‘market’ in management ideas, governments fre-
quently look for lessons from the experiences of other countries, not just their own).
Yet the model is limited in various significant ways. Presented as it is in Figure 2.1, there

is a danger that it will be interpreted or used in a static manner (‘just fill in the boxes’). But
the boxes each represent sets of processes, and further processes then ensue between the
boxes. It is important to realize, therefore, that it is the interactions within and between
the boxes that bring real reforms to life. These interactions may be very short-term (an
earthquake, an election result) or medium-term (setting up a new agency) or long-term
(weeding out corruption, or adjusting the pension and healthcare systems to deal with a
population containing a much higher percentage of elderly people). The temporal aspect
of reform is often crucial (Pollitt, 2008) but is not apparent from Figure 2.1.
There is therefore still a lot to be ‘filled in’. In particular, to breathe life into themodel we

need more detailed accounts of what goes on inside some of the key boxes—particularly
typologies of different types of political (E) and administrative (K) regime. Once we have
those in place, it should be possible further to develop the dynamic features of the model,
by relating particular regime types to specific trends in reforms. At that point the sche-
matic and heuristic model that is Figure 2.1 can begin to accommodate specific explana-
tory theories. For the moment it is simply a starting point—a logical model, certainly not a
unified theory. It can accommodate within its ‘boxes’ quite a wide variety of more specific
theories—more, in fact, than we will have room to introduce within this book. We will,
however, make a start. The socio-economic forces of box A, though important, will be
treated primarily as background factors, and are analysed comparatively in Appendix A,
and for individual states in the country files in Appendix B. In Chapter 3 we therefore
focus on boxes E and K—the political system and the administrative system. Here, we will
argue, one is able to see quite a strong set of explanatory connections between, on the one
hand, the types of national structures and processes and, on the other, particular patterns
of management reform.
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3 Many houses: types of
politico-administrative
regime

Every house has many builders, and is never finished.

(Paavo Haavikko, in Lomas, 1991, preliminary page)

3.1 The starting point for management reforms

The model of public management reform developed in Chapter 2 laid considerable stress
on the characteristics of the existing political and administrative systems as shaping
influences over processes of management change (boxes E and K in Figure 2.1). These
systems provide, as it were, the existing terrain—the topography over which reformers
must travel. To continue the analogy, it is obvious that different countries display different
topographical features, and therefore different challenges to those who wish to carry
through reform. For example, a US president must get his/her reforms through an
independent-minded and powerful Congress, whereas a British prime minister with a
majority can much more easily push reforms through the British Parliament. In this
chapter we will offer relevant classifications for such differences, and will then use these
to examine and locate the twelve countries which fall within our scope. We will also
attempt to use the strategy on the other entity in our study—the European Commission—
although its application in that unique case is less straightforward (Section 3.8).

Some accounts of public management reform say little or nothing of contextual differ-
ences of the kind to which the discussion of this chapter is devoted. They concentrate
entirely on the characteristics of the reform tools themselves—strategic planning,
performance budgeting, TQM, or whatever—the ‘dishes’ in Figure 1.2. In our view such
accounts are seriously incomplete. Their attention is, in effect, confined to the interven-
tion alone, with minimal analysis of variations in the contexts in which the intervention
takes place. Yet there is ample evidence from many studies of public administration that
context can make a huge difference to the effects yielded by a particular model or tool of
management change (e.g. Bouckaert et al., 2008; Lynn, 2006; Pollitt, 2013a; Savoie, 1994;
Wilson, 1989). Conceptually identical, or at least similar, reforms develop differently in
one national (or sectoral or local) context as compared with another.

On the other hand, it would bemisleading to think of politico-administrative systems as
some kind of unchanging bedrock, to which every reform must adapt itself or fail. In our



model of the process of change (Figure 2.1) every element is subject to change, though at
different speeds. Thus even the fundamentals of political systems (e.g. constitutions) and
administrative systems (e.g. the educational and cultural characteristics of the higher civil
service) can and do change over time. Contexts are dynamic and constitutive, not static
backdrops (Pollitt, 2013a). For example, new populist political parties have changed the
political map in a number of EU member states. Increasing diversity in civil services
(growing proportions of women and ethnic minorities) can gradually shift administrative
cultures. Also, several countries feel the centrifugal pressure of evolving federalism or
regionalism (e.g. Belgium and Spain, but also the UK). Or again, some scholars claim
that public servants in many EU countries are becoming ‘Europeanized’ (Kuhlmann and
Wollmann, 2014, pp. 33–5; Sager and Overeem, 2015, p. 298). The phrase from Paavo
Haavikko’s poem which introduced this chapter sums up the situation well—the house is
never entirely stable and complete. However, these kinds of systemic feature usually tend
to change only gradually—or at least infrequently—and may therefore be regarded as
much more stable/less dynamic features of the reformer’s environment than, say, the
play of economic forces or the changing fashions in management ideas (Lijphart, 1999,
p. 254; Pollitt, 2008, pp. 16–20).
Towards the end of the chapter (Section 3.9) we comment on another type of regime—

the ancien régime, or ‘traditional bureaucracy’, which many reforms are said to be
departures—or escapes—from. We raise some questions about the accuracy of this picture
of the past, and about the value shifts which are both explicit and implicit in the
contemporary debate over ‘bureaucracy’.

3.2 Politico-administrative systems: the key features

Comparative approaches to the study of politics and public administration have always
been intimately concerned with the question of what features to select as the most
illuminating basis for comparing one state, or subnational jurisdiction, with another. It
makes sense here to concentrate on features which, prima facie, seem likely to affect the
process of management reform. In the relevant academic literature, there is no shortage of
suggestions as to what these might be. We have borrowed heavily from this corpus of
comparative work. Typically, the key features identified by leading authors include struc-
tural, cultural, and functional elements. Those we have chosen are as follows:

1. The state structure (including the constitution)—this is clearly a structural feature.

2. The nature of executive government at the central level—this is a mixture of struc-
tural and functional elements. This includes the nature of the political system—in par-
ticular whether it operates according to majoritarian or a consensus-oriented principles
(Lijphart, 1984, 1999).

3. The way relationships work between political executives (ministers) and top civil
servants (‘mandarins’)—a functional element, but heavily conditioned by cultural values
and assumptions. One way to think of this is to regard it as a bargain between the two elites
(Hood and Lodge, 2006). For example, top civil servants may be treated as an independent
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group of ‘trustees’ (or ‘magistrates’ or ‘technocrats’), or theymay be regarded as ‘agents’ for
the politicians—‘battle troops for political masters to command and redeploy’ (Hood,
2002, p. 319). As trustees, top officials receive a generous share of discretionary authority
and a high social status. As agents of the politicians, they may receive operational auton-
omy and the pleasures of being trusted confidants, closely protected by the politicians, but
only for as long as the latter are in power. The German (Hegelian) idea of a civil service
probably comes closer to the former (trustee) model, while most top American officials are
more the ‘battle troops’. The career paths of the two elites may be largely separate (as in the
UK) or extensively intertwined, as in France, where, for example, Prime Ministers Jospin
and Juppé and Presidents Mitterrand, Chirac, and Hollande had all attended the famous
training school for top civil servants, the École Nationale d’Administration (ENA).

4. The dominant administrative culture. We here take administrative culture to refer to
the expectations the staff of an organization have about what is ‘normal’ and ‘acceptable’
in that organization—‘the way we do things around here’. It therefore provides the
context for ethical relations within the public sector. Such values, beliefs, and attitudes
manifest themselves in numerous different ways, including the symbols and rituals of the
organization, and its stories, jokes, andmyths (Geertz, 1973; Hofstede, 2001). Cultures will
vary from country to country and, indeed, from one organization to another (Demmke
andMoilanen, 2010; Kuhlmann andWollmann, 2014; Schedler and Proeller, 2007). Yet at
the same time there are factors encouraging some elements of international cultural
convergence—not least the Internet and global media, but also specific organizations
within the field of public management such as the institutions of the European Union
(see Sager and Overeem, 2015), the World Bank, and the OECD.

5. The degree of diversity among themain channels throughwhich the ideas for public
management reform arrive—this reflects both cultural and functional elements. Thus in
some countries advice on management reform may come mainly from a small and
relatively homogenous elite, while in others it comes from several competing sources.

These five key features are depicted in tabular form in Table 3.1. In the following sections
we discuss each feature in turn.

3.3 The basic structure of the state

Here there are two basic dimensions. The first refers to the degree of vertical dispersion of
authority—that is, how far authority is shared between different levels of government.
Some states are highly centralized, with most significant decisions concentrated at the top
level, while some are much more decentralized. The second dimension concerns the
degree of horizontal coordination at central government level—that is, how far central
executives are able to ‘get their acts together’ by ensuring that all ministries pull together
in the same direction. This dimension ranges from the poles of ‘highly coordinated’ to
‘highly fragmented’. As already indicated, these basic features can change (for example, a
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Table 3.1 Types of politico-administrative regime: five key features of public administration systems

1. State
structure

2. Executive
government

3. Minister/
mandarin
relations

4. Administrative
culture

5. Diversity of policy advice

Australia Federal;
coordinated

Majoritarian Separate;
mildly
politicized

Public interest Mainly civil service until 1980s

Belgium Federal Consensual
(though
becoming
more
polarized)

Politicized Rechtsstaat Mainly consultants and
universities

Canada Federal Majoritarian Separate Public interest Mainly civil service; more
political advisers since c.2000

Finland Unitary;
decentralized;
fairly
fragmented

Consensual Separate;
fairly
politicized

Used to be
Rechtsstaat, but
now more plural

Mainly civil service

France Unitary;
formerly
centralized;
coordinated

Intermediate Integrated;
fairly
politicized

Predominantly
Rechtsstaat

Mainly civil service; some
consultants since 2000

Germany Federal;
coordinated

Intermediate Separate;
fairly
politicized

Rechtsstaat Mainly civil service (plus a few
academics)

Italy Unitary;
increasingly
decentralized

Coalition Politicized Rechtsstaat A broad mixture

Netherlands Unitary; fairly
fragmented

Consensual Separate;
fairly
politicized

Originally very
legalistic, but has
changed to
pluralistic/
consensual

A broad mixture: civil servants,
academics, consultants, other
experts

New
Zealand

Unitary;
centralized;
mildly
fragmented

Majoritarian
(until 1996)

Separate;
not
politicized

Public interest Mainly civil service

Sweden Unitary;
decentralized

Intermediate Separate;
increasingly
politicized

Originally legalistic,
but has changed to
corporatist

A broad mixture; corporatist
processes bring in academic
experts, business people, and
trade unions

UK Unitary;
centralized;
coordinated

Majoritarian Separate;
not
politicized

Public interest Mainly civil service until 1980s;
recently think tanks,
consultants, political advisers

USA Federal;
fragmented

Intermediate Separate;
very
politicized

Public interest Very diverse; political
appointees; corporations; think
tanks; consultants
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number of countries have recently declared that they are pursuing better horizontal
coordination—see 6, 2004; Bogdanor, 2005; Bouckaert et al., 2010; Christensen and
Lægreid, 2007; Kernaghan, 2009b) but on the whole such change is quite slow.

In terms of the first dimension, the vertical dispersion of authority tends to be greatest
within federal constitutions and least within the constitutions of unitary and centralized
states. In a unitary state there is no constitutionally entrenched division of state power.
Central government retains ultimate sovereignty, even if particular authority is delegated
to subnational tiers of government. In a federal state the constitution itself prescribes some
division of sovereignty between different bodies—for example, in the USA, between the
federal government and the state governments or, in Germany, between the federal
government and the Länder. Of the countries included in this study, Australia, Belgium,
Canada, Germany, and the USA are federal states.

However, we need to distinguish further within the category of ‘unitary’ states. Some of
these may be highly centralized (e.g. France, at least until the 1980s decentralization
reforms; New Zealand; the UK), while others are extensively decentralized (e.g. the Nordic
states, where many powers have been delegated from ministries to agencies, and where
local governments (counties, municipalities, etc.) have statutorily well-protected inde-
pendence from central government). In such circumstances the degree of de facto decen-
tralization in a unified state can equal or even exceed the decentralization of a federal state
(incidentally, the concept of decentralization is notoriously complex and we are only
skating over the surface here—see Pollitt, 2005). In Sweden, for example, the reforms of
the 1980s and 1990s further decentralized an already decentralized state, expanding the
‘local state’ at the expense of an increasingly anorexic group of central ministries
(Micheletti, 2000; Molander et al., 2002).

What are the consequences of these distinctions for public management reform? All
other things being equal, reforms in highly decentralized states (whether they be unitary
or federal) are likely to be less broad in scope and less uniform in practice than in
centralized states. In decentralized states different entities are likely to want and to be
able to go in different directions, or at least not all in the same direction at the same time.
The federal governments in Washington DC or Brussels or Canberra simply cannot order
the subnational governments to reform themselves in particular ways. In Germany the
Länder have tended to grow in strength, and different Länder have adopted varying stances
towards administrative reform (Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014, pp. 72–8). Indeed, it is
often argued that federal states have the advantage that they form ‘natural laboratories’,
where one approach can be tried in one state or at one level, while another is tried
elsewhere. Even if external pressures are similar, subnational states within a federation
may adopt quite varying trajectories for management reform (see Halligan and Power,
1992, for Australia; Vancoppenolle and Legrain, 2003, for Belgium). In Belgium the sixth
state reform (2011) shifted competencies, budgets, and people from the central to the
regional and community level. By contrast, one may refer to the actions of Mrs Thatcher’s
administration in the unitary UK when, in 1986, irritated with certain local authorities for
a mixture of doctrinal and administrative reasons, central government simply abolished
the Greater London Council and the six largest metropolitan county councils.

Another possible contrast between a highly centralized state and a highly decentralized
state concerns the focus of management reforms. Central governments in centralized
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states tend to be more heavily involved in the business of service delivery (education,
healthcare, etc.) than do the central governments of decentralized states (where these
functions tend to be taken care of by lower tiers of government). It has been suggested that
this may lead reformers in such centralized states towards a narrower focus on service-
specific outputs and results (as in New Zealand during the late 1980s and early 1990s)
rather than towards a more strategic concern with policy impacts and overall outcomes (as
in Australia during the same period—see Holmes and Shand, 1995). Behind this concern
one may often detect budgetary preoccupations—if central government is responsible for
running major welfare state services such as social security, healthcare, or education, these
are likely to dominate its overall spending profile. When pressures to restrain public
spending mount, it is to these services that ministries of finance are obliged to turn their
attention, as we have witnessed in the aftermath of the 2008 global economic crisis. Of
course, even where local governments provide such services, central government may to a
considerable extent be paying for them. In such circumstances, central government may
seek to offload cuts onto local authorities, sometimes sweetening the pill by promising
local authorities greater freedom to shift spending within a block budget—but making the
total size of the block smaller than previously. Something like this happened, for example,
in the Netherlands in the 1980s, in Finland during the mid-1990s, and in the UK in the
aftermath of the 2008 global economic crisis.
Among our unitary states, Finland and Sweden have been rather decentralized through-

out the period under consideration. New Zealand and the UK have remained highly
centralized throughout the same period (although in the UK case one must qualify this

Table 3.2 Distribution of general government expenditure and employment by level of government

% of general government spending
by central government, 2014

% of general government employment
by central government, 2011

Australia 60.6(1) 11.4(4)

Belgium 22.2 16.17

Canada 24.2 12.89

Finland 27.2 22.92

France 34.0 45.18(5)

Germany 17.5 12.86(6)

Great Britain 75.4 50.7(7)

Italy 33.0 55.28

Netherlands 30.9 23.43

New Zealand 88.7(2) 89.13

Sweden 37.8 18.03(8)

United States 51.9(3) 12.93

Sources: OECD, 2015; OECD, 2013
Spending data available at: <http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933248456>
Employment data available at: <http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932942279>
Social security funds are included in central government for New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United States.
(1) 2012, (2) 2013, (3) 2013, (4) 2005, (5) 2006, (6) 2010, (7) 2005, (8) 2010
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significantly in respect of the extent to which, since 1999, powers have been devolved to
Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland). New Zealand and the UK are also the countries
which have carried through the most vigorous, broad-scope management reforms among
the twelve states under consideration (which therefore fits with our analysis). France is an
interesting case because, having been famously highly centralized until the early 1980s, it
then embarked upon a series of structural decentralizations, the full effects of which have
been profound. The impacts of these changes appear to have included a modest decline in
central government’s share of both total public expenditure and total taxation.

Table 3.2 shows two indicators of centralization—and reveals truly impressive differ-
ences among our twelve countries. Clearly some countries are much more ‘centre-heavy’
than others. The expenditure column shows New Zealand with an astonishingly high
central government presence (89 per cent of general government spending), followed by
the UK at 75 per cent and the USA at 52 per cent. Meanwhile Belgium, Canada, and
Finland each record less than 30 per cent, with Germany claiming the lowest share of all—
17 per cent. The employment column shows that both Italy and the UK have more than
50 per cent of their public service labour force in central government, while super-
centralized (though small) New Zealand registers 89 per cent. Germany, however, employs
a mere 13 per cent of its public servants at the federal centre, and Australia has propor-
tionately even fewer. Taking the two columns together, we can see that expenditure and
employment do not necessarily go together. Sometimes they do—heavily decentralized
countries such as Belgium and Germany are low on both. But in other cases there is an
apparent disconnect—most notably in the case of the USA, where the federal government
spends 52 per cent of the money but employs only 13 per cent of the staff. The main
explanation here is that subnational governments actually run many of the national
(federal) programmes, so they have the staff, while the federal government pays but
does not actually operate (Kettl, 2016). The UK also shows quite a substantial difference
of a similar kind—central government has half the staff but spends over 75 per cent of the
money. These are therefore countries where the power of the purse is quite centralized.

We now turn to the second dimension of structure—the degree of horizontal coordin-
ation within central government. How far are one or two central ministries able to ensure
that all the others take the same approach to matters of particular interest? This is a
difficult relationship to estimate, because it tends to be more a matter of convention and
is less clearly written down in constitutional or statutory provision than are questions of
the distribution of powers between different levels of government. One is obliged to rely
more on the impressions of knowledgeable observers and participants. Allowing for this,
there do appear to be some significant differences between countries.

In some countries there is a tradition that one, or sometimes two, ministries ‘call the
shots’ as far as administrative reform is concerned. Other ministries have to fall in line. In
New Zealand, for example, the Ministry of Finance and the State Services Commission
were able to drive through the huge changes of the ten-year period after 1984 (Boston et al.,
1996). In the UK the Treasury is usually able to get its way, especially when it is in
agreement with the Cabinet Office. In many EU states one effect of the global economic
crisis has been to strengthen the role of ministries of finance (Kickert and Randma-Liiv,
2015). Other countries, however, are more fragmented in this regard. In the Netherlands
no ministry enjoys the degree of pre-eminence held by the New Zealand Ministry of
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Finance or theUKTreasury. In theUSA the picture is complicated by the unusual strengthof
the legislature. The strong direct links between, on the one hand, the Senate and the House
of Representatives and, on the other, the individual departments and agencies, and Con-
gress’ ability to ‘micromanage’ federal organizations, sometimes cut across the intentions of
the president and the executive leadership (see USA country file, Appendix B; Peters, 1995).
In France, although the grands corps forma strong ‘glue’ at the top of the system, the state as a
wholehas for some timebeen regarded as a ‘fragmentedmachine’ and ‘Ministerial structures
are always in turmoil’ (Rouban, 1995, pp. 42, 45). Nevertheless, we must again enter the
caveat that changes do sometimes occur. In 2005 the creation of a Directorate-General for
State Modernization (within the Ministry of Finance) marked a lessening of the fragmenta-
tion inpublicmanagement reform (Bezès, 2007).Germany ismore fragmented still: ‘Instead
of having one single powerful actor or agency, possibly at the national level, that would take
the lead, andhave the say in public sector reform issues, theGermanpolitico-administrative
systemhas amultitude of such arenas and actors’ (Schröter andWollmann, 1997, p. 187; see
also Bach and Jann, 2010 and Kuhlmann andWollmann, 2014).

3.4 The nature of executive government

Whatever the scope of central government might be, what goes on within that scope will
be shaped by the working habits and conventions of that particular executive. Compara-
tivist political scientists have developed a useful typology of these conventions, the basic
features of which are as follows:

Single party or mimimal-winning or bare majority: where one party holds more than 50 per
cent of the seats in the legislature.

Minimal-winning coalitions: where two or more parties hold more than 50 per cent of the
legislative seats.

Minority cabinets: where the party or parties composing the executive hold less than 50 per
cent of the legislative seats.

Oversized executives or grand coalitions: where additional parties are included in the execu-
tive beyond the number required for a minimal-winning coalition (Lijphart, 1984, see also
a slightly changed but similar classification in the later Lijphart, 1999, pp. 90–1).

The importance of these types is that each tends to generate a different set of governing
conventions. Of course, following elections the executive of a given country can change
from one of these types to another, but in practice such shifts are comparatively rare (such
as the change in the UK between 2010 and 2015 from its usual single-party system to a
minimal-winning coalition). In most countries the electoral system produces fairly stable
results and thus executives tend to build up entrenched habits of government. In general
terms these habits tend to become more consultative and consensus-oriented/less adver-
sarial the further one moves down the above list (i.e. single-party majorities tend to
go along with majoritarian styles of governance, while minority cabinets and grand
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coalitions tend to behave in a more consensual fashion). The implication of this for public
management reform is that the sweeping changes—which are highly likely to be those
which will disturb the widest range of interests—are less and less feasible the further one
moves away from the first category of executive government: single-party, minimal-
winning, or bare-majority governments. We do not wish to suggest that the pattern of
reform can simply be ‘read off ’ from the type of executive—but it is a significant back-
ground influence which shapes the boundaries of what is politically feasible (in terms of
Figure 2.1 this is the political system—box E—influencing elite perceptions of what is
feasible—box J).

The ‘track records’ of our twelve countries would appear to lend support to this line of
reasoning. If we examine the clearly majoritarian governments (Australia, Canada, New
Zealand until 1996, and the UK) and compare them with the clearly consensual regimes
(Belgium, Finland, and the Netherlands), there can be little doubt that the scope and
intensity of management reforms were greater in the former group than in the latter.
However, there is also an intermediate category where the application of this ‘rule of
thumb’ does not work out so clearly.

These first two features—the state structure and the nature of executive government—
combine to exercise a very significant influence on the speed and scope of public manage-
ment reform. In Table 3.3 we show the two factors together, and the groupings it reveals
seem to fit rather well withmuch of the recent history of management reforms that we will
be unfolding in Chapter 4 and in Appendix B. Very crudely (and we will want to refine this
proposition aswe go along), the speed and severity ofmanagement reformhave declined as
one moves from the left to right, and the scope of reform (the amount of the public sector
any one reform programme affects) has declined as one moves from top to bottom.

This kind of analysis rests on a whole set of definitions and approximations, and it is
important to examine these carefully. That having been said, such a scheme leads to two
important propositions. First, deep and rapid structural reforms to the administrative

Table 3.3 State structure and the nature of executive government

NATURE OF EXECUTIVE GOVERNMENT

Majoritarian Intermediate Consensual

New Zealand

UK
France

Italy

Netherlands

Sweden Finland 

Australia

Canada
USA

Germany Belgium

Centralized

(unitary)

Intermediate

Decentralized
(federal)

STATE
STRUCTURE

Loosely adapted from Lijphart, 1984, p. 219 and 1999, pp. 110–11 and 248
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apparatus tend to be less difficult in majoritarian regimes than in consensual ones. The
general reason for this is that such changes usually create ‘winners’ and ‘losers’, and the
more consensual the regime, the more likely it is that the losing interests will be directly
represented in the executive, and will seek to prevent, delay, or dilute the envisaged
changes. Thus, consensual regimes are less inclined to, and, in terms of political feasibility,
less capable of dramatic, radical reforms than are strongly majoritarian executives. The
latter can force through their own schemes even against opposition from a range of other
interests. In case this sounds like a ‘plug’ for majoritarian regimes, let it also be said that
these same qualities mean that majoritarian governments may be more prone to disrup-
tive policy reversals. In the UK, for example, during the period of New Labour government
from 1997 to 2010, many commentators noted that the rapidity of departmental and
other reorganizations was leading to confusion, cynicism, and some short-term loss of
performance (Pollitt, 2007; White and Dunleavy, 2010). A long-term comparison with
Belgium showed a much more modest rate of structural change in this federal state (Pollitt
and Bouckaert, 2009). However, although federal, Belgium has recently seemingly become
less consensual—as was indicated by a 590-day caretaker government when a new gov-
ernment could not be agreed upon (Bouckaert and Brans, 2012; Brans et al., 2016).
As a footnote to this section of the argument, we should note that Yesilkagit and De

Vries (2004) argued that reforms in the (consensual) Netherlands were as far-reaching as
those in (majoritarian) New Zealand. We find their argument unconvincing, for several
reasons. First, the idea that the Netherlands has ever carried through reforms as radical as
those in New Zealand between 1984 and 1993 strikes us as a misreading of the record
(compare the country files in Appendix B). Second, they argue that studies have not looked
closely enough at the implementation phase, where consensus democracies may have
some advantages. We think this is wrong on both counts. First, there have been studies of
implementation (e.g. Pollitt et al., 2004; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009) which do show a
‘softer’ approach in consensual regimes. Second, our argument has never been that
consensus democracies are poorer at implementation. On the contrary, we acknowledge
that a consensually conceived reform may even have a better chance of surviving the
implementation phase (and less chance of being thrown aside when a government
changes—Pollitt, 2007). ‘Softer’ is by no means necessarily ‘weaker’. Finally, Yesilkagit
andDe Vries suggest that the institutions ofmajoritarianismwill not by themselves explain
reform outcomes. But that has never been our argument: as Figure 2.1 and the sequence of
this chapter make clear, our argument is that having a majoritarian regime and culture is
one (important, but not all powerful) factor that seems, looking at twelve countries over
nearly forty years, to be an important part of the explanation for the patterns and partial
patterns which we see.
The second proposition is that more centralized countries find it less difficult to carry

out sweeping, synoptic reforms than more decentralized ones. This is one reason why, for
example, we will find that management reforms in New Zealand and the UK have been
more broad-scope than in Canada and the USA (both federal, decentralized states), despite
the fact that all four of these countries are usually majoritarian rather than consensual
democracies.
The form of the political executive can thus affect change at several stages in the process

of reform. First, it influences the degree of leverage that can be created to launch a
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programme of reform. Second, it may affect the stability of reforms, once carried through
(consensually based innovations are hypothesized to have a higher life expectancy than
single-party-based innovations, which are more likely to be overturned when a rival party
gets back into power—e.g. Burton, 2013, p. 249; Pollitt, 2007). Third, there may also be an
impact on the sense of ‘ownership’ of reform measures. In so far as these are seen to have
emerged from a broadly based consensus of political opinion, they may assume a legitim-
acy among the public servants who have to carry them out. If, however, specific reforms
are perceived as the doctrinaire instruments of a single party or group, then public servants
may resist taking any ‘ownership’, regarding them with resentment, as alien impositions.
This kind of resistance is probably more likely where senior civil servants are independent,
high-status ‘trustees’ rather than politically patronized ‘agents’ (Hood and Lodge, 2006).
In terms of Figure 2.1 the nature of executive government (E) may thus affect not only
perceptions of desirability and feasibility (J) but also the contents of reform packages (L),
the implementation process (M), and the extent of reform eventually achieved (N).

We have looked at the clearest-cut cases—the poles of majoritarianism and consensual-
ism. Now let us examine some more ‘mixed’ examples. France is in an intermediate
position—it has a multi-party system, but possesses a very strong executive figure in the
shape of the president. When the president is of a party which is also a major party in the
government, France has quite a majoritarian ‘tinge’. During these periods (e.g. 1982–4,
1988–92, and 2006–10) extensive public management reforms have been carried out (see
France country file, Appendix B). However, at other times (1986–8, 1993–5, 1997–2002)
the president has had to work with a prime minister who is not of the same party
(cohabitation) and during these interludes policymaking is likely to be more cautious.
Overall, France may be said to have an intermediate regime, and to be a ‘middling’ player
in terms of the extent and intensiveness of its management reforms. Thus the hypothe-
sized connection still stands.

Italy is a second ‘mixed’ case. During the 1990s it experienced deep political crisis,
and moved from a proportional/coalition system towards a more majoritarian system, and
from a highly centralized system towards a system with strong regions, provinces, and
municipalities. The executive continues to be a coalition, but usually now with a domin-
ant party. Certainly, sometimes, the mood of inter-party strife could not be described as
‘consensual’. These shifts have been accompanied by a wave of administrative reforms
(Ongaro, 2009). From the perspective of our model, it would be convenient to claim that
the upsurge in administrative reform was linked to the move towards a more majoritarian
system. In truth, however, what we have witnessed since 1990 has been a confusion of
initiatives, heading in several different directions. The grip of the centralized bureaucracy
certainly seems to have weakened, and the concept of ‘consumer service’ has gained some
ground, but the smoke has not yet cleared from the various political and administrative
battles, and Italy is hard to classify with much confidence. This is partly because some of
the factors which are most stable in other countries—such as the party system or the
balance between national and subnational levels of government—have been in prolonged
flux in Italy (Kuhlmann andWollmann, 2014, pp. 63–70; Ongaro, 2009). It is also because
the ‘implementation gap’—the chasm between official reform pronouncements and
achieved organizational change ‘on the ground’—may well be larger in Italy than in
countries such as Canada, Finland, Sweden, or the UK (Ongaro and Valotti, 2008).
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A third case would be Finland, again an intermediate case, but further towards the
consensual end of the spectrum than France or Italy. Here the state structure is unitary
and oversized coalitions are common. The political culture is one of consensual caution
and mutual accommodation. Inter-party disputes certainly occur, but their tone is seldom
as fierce as is common in France, Italy, or the UK. In the Finnish case we find a history of
substantial but non-doctrinaire reforms which have been implemented calmly and con-
tinuously over a period of nearly three decades and which have traversed the periods of
office of a number of coalition governments of varyingmixtures of parties (see Appendix B
and Pollitt et al., 1997). Since the 2008 global economic crisis, however, austerity has put
the Finnish system under strain. A new, populist party has grown up very fast, and has
joined a governing coalition. Cuts to welfare programmes and unprecedented immigra-
tion pressures have grabbed the headlines, and public management reforms per se seem to
have lost some of their salience.
Before concluding this section it is worth examining two further cases, Germany and the

USA. In the German case the structure of the state is federal and extensively decentralized,
while the form of executive government has usually, but not always, been that of a
minimal-winning coalition (for 71 per cent of the time between 1945 and 1996—
Lijphart, 1999, p. 110). The effects of the state structure has been profound:

Lacking a single, possibly centrally-located powerful protagonist and trend-setter in public sector
reform matters and, instead, disposing of a multitude of such arenas and actors each interacting in
its own right, it almost follows from the ‘logic’ of the German federal system that public sector
reform activities are bound to proceed in a disjointed and incrementalist rather than a comprehen-
sive and ‘wholesale’ manner. (Schröter and Wollmann, 1997, p. 188)

The effect of the nature of the executive government has been less clear. In theory the
minimum-winning coalition provides a strong chancellor with good possibilities for
carrying through reforms. In the specific case of public administration, however, this
possibility tends to be outweighed by the structural factors referred to earlier. Most public
servants are not employed by, and most public programmes are not administered at, the
central (federal) level. Also, the federal government’s freedom of manoeuvre is restricted
by the Federal Civil Service Framework Law. Considerable change has, however, taken
place at the level of the Länder, and in particular municipalities. In 2006 the federal
government framework legislation was abolished, ‘so that, with regard to Land and muni-
cipal personnel, public service law, including public service salaries, pension schemes, and
so on, are now largely the responsibility of the Länder’ (Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014,
pp. 72–3).
Finally, the USA is a fascinating example of an executive with mixed characteristics. On

the one hand, in relation to the nature of executive government it is quite strongly
majoritarian. This would lead one to hypothesize the possibility of vigorous, broad-
scope management reforms—at least during those periods when the president is of the
same party as holds the majority in Congress. At other times there may be an American
parallel with the French cohabitation, although one in which the legislature is relatively
much more powerful than it is in France. Thus, during President Obama’s second term
(2012–16) we saw presidential initiatives being continually blocked by the Republican
majority in Congress. However, even when the presidency has Congress on its side, the
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state structure limits what can be done. The USA is a decentralized, federal state, with a
somewhat rigid constitution. One further, crucial element has already been mentioned.
The US Congress (House of Representatives plus Senate) is unusually strong relative to the
executive. Furthermore, the executive does not wield the same control over same-party
members in the legislature as is enjoyed by, say, the British Cabinet. These factors further
qualify the picture of majoritarian strength, and change the hypothesis in the direction of
a more cautious assessment of the executive’s reform capacity. When one comes to
examine the track record of reform, it is a mixture. From time to time presidents have
loudly proclaimed their intentions fundamentally to reform the management of federal
departments and agencies, but actual achievements have lagged far behind (Ingraham,
1997; Pollitt, 1993; Mihm, 2001; Radin, 1998, 2000; Schick, 2001; General Accounting
Office, 2001). White and Dunleavy (2010, p. 23) describe the situation as follows:

All US departmental reorganizations have to be approved by Congress, and changes are generally
opposed because of their inevitably disruptive effects on the existing structure of congressional
committees and sub-committees, many of whose powerful incumbents often stand to lose out from
any reorganization.

This ‘more mouth than muscle’ picture closely corresponds with the two dimensions
depicted in Table 3.3.

Of course, although state structure and the nature of executive government do seem to
be important determinants of change, they usually act in combination with other factors.
They permit, or obstruct, but do not of themselves ‘drive’. That requires the intervention
of some dynamic agency, such as a flow of new ideas allied to determined leadership.
Rhodes (1997, p. 44) reviewed the UK experience and came to this answer:

[W]hy was the pace of change in Britain greater than elsewhere in Western Europe? Three factors
were of overriding importance. First, Margaret Thatcher pushed through reform of the civil service.
The phrase political will is commonly used to explain the government’s determination. Strong,
directive and above all persistent, executive leadership is longer but more accurate.

Second, there are few constitutional constraints on that leadership, especially when the govern-
ment has a majority in Parliament . . . Central administrative reform in Britain does not require a
statute, only the exercise of Crown Prerogative, or executive powers.

Finally, the government evolved a clear ideological strategy to justify and sell its various reform
packages. It attacked big government and waste, used markets to create more individual choice and
campaigned for the consumer.

3.5 Mandarin/minister relations

In all countries, major public management reforms usually involve both executive politi-
cians and senior public servants. Together they usually constitute themain part of the elite
which makes the crucial decisions about reform (box J in Figure 2.1).

However, the relationships between these two elite groups vary considerably from one
country to another, and over time. This is the question of what kind of ‘bargain’ or deal
exists between top politicians and top civil servants (Hood and Lodge, 2006). What do
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they expect from each other? For example, are political careers separate from, or integrated
with, the careers of ‘mandarins’? (Pierre, 1995). Are senior civil service positions them-
selves politicized, in the sense that most of their occupants are known to have (and have
been chosen partly because they have) specific party political sympathies? Mandarins can
still be politicized in this sense even if their careers are separate from those of politicians
(as often happens in Germany). Or again, how secure are senior civil service jobs? Do
mandarins enjoy strong tenure, remaining in post as different governments come and
go? Security of tenure actually seems to have been declining in a number of our selected
countries, including Australia, Canada, France, Italy, and New Zealand (see also Demmke
andMoilanen, 2010, pp. 96–103). Or are their fortunes tied to party political patronage, so
that they face some form of exile—of ‘being put out to grass’ if the party in power changes?
Or are they employed on performance-related contracts, so that they can survive changes
of government, but not a repeated failure to reach their performance targets?
Unfortunately, scholars have as yet failed to agree on a single, robust way of classifying

these important differences. The Hood and Lodge scheme (2006—we will come back to it
in Chapter 4) is a good start, but its originators themselves recognize that its categories are
neither mutually exclusive nor jointly exhaustive. We are therefore left with a slightly
messy situation, in which we are reasonably convinced that the type of bargain is likely to
affect the direction and speed of public management reform, but where we can as yet
describe that connection only in a fairly ad hoc, descriptive way.
The effects of different ‘bargains’ on management reforms may be quite subtle. They

concern, in particular, ‘ownership’ of reforms, at different levels within the administrative
system. Thus, where ministerial and mandarin careers are integrated, one might imagine
that the ownership of reforms at the highest levels would be more easily achieved than in
systems where the two career paths are entirely distinct. So in a system such as that of the
grands corps in France, where many ministers would share closely intertwined careers with
the senior civil servants, the shaping of reform packages can rely upon shared perspectives
and a common professional socialization to an extent that would not usually be the case
in, say, Canada or the UK. However, in a French-type system of integrated careers the
problem of ownership may reappear lower down the hierarchy, where rank-and-file public
officials feel little kinship or identification with the politicized high-flyers of the grands
corps. In terms of Figure 2.1 the French problem may be with the implementation process
(box M) more than with the original shaping of the ‘package’ (box L)—as does indeed
sometimes seem to have been the case.
Another of the variables mentioned earlier—that of the politicization of top posts—adds

its influence in roughly the same direction. It creates a bigger gap between the mandarins
and the rank and file than would otherwise exist, and may lower the legitimacy of the
former in the eyes of the latter. However, in its extreme form—where the occupancy of top
civil service positions changes on a large scale following the election of a new political
executive—the effect may be one of creating instability in the reform process. This would
particularly dog administrative reform because reshaping organizations and standard
operating procedures tends to take several years to carry through (Pollitt, 2008). We
can illustrate this with several examples. Germany (Goetz, 1997) and Finland (Tiihonen,
1996) offer cases of moderate politicization where the party political affiliations of
senior officials have been important but where a change of government has not resulted
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in the wholesale ‘slaughter’ and replacement of the mandarinate. In the Finnish case, the
governments were coalitions and the style was consensual, and these factors enabled
considerable continuity and stability to be achieved in public management reform. In
the German case, the effects were masked by the long tenure of the Kohl-led conservative-
liberal coalition, and, in any case, when German governments change, there are opportun-
ities for mandarins who are unsympathetic towards the new regime to take study leave or be
moved to less politically sensitive roles (Goetz, 1997). The American example is more
extreme. The ‘spoils system’ results in an incoming president rapidly replacing a large number
of senior officials in Washington DC, producing an odd situation which one American
academic memorably described as a ‘government of strangers’ (Heclo, 1977). The number
of political appointees grew from 451 in 1960 to (at the time of writing) roughly 4,000.
Change on this scale certainly disturbs continuity. As wewill see later, the reformprogramme
of the National Performance Review, which had been given great prominence by Democratic
President Clinton and Vice President Gore during the mid and late 1990s, almost instantly
disappeared when Republican George W. Bush came to power in 2000. One group of
American scholars describe the general problem as follows:

It is one thing to rely on political appointees to set basic agency policy. It is quite another to appoint
so many political appointees that they extend deeply into an agency’s middle management. These
extra layers increase the distance from the government’s top to its bottom and can frustrate the
ability of top leaders to give voice to their policies. The layers complicate the flow of information in
both directions. They hinder the always difficult job of translating broad goals into specific goals
and manageable objectives. They create an artificially low ceiling on the career paths for the
bureaucracy’s long term officials and, therefore, impose additional frustrations on the federal
government’s career work force. (Kettl et al., 1996, p. 83)

This state of affairs may be contrasted with what passes for normality in Canada, New
Zealand, or the UK. In these countries few overtly party political appointments aremade to
the upper reaches of the public service, and ‘mandarins’ can normally expect to serve out
all or most of their working lives within the upper reaches of the state machine. This
brings, in equal measure, the benefits of continuity and accumulated knowledge and the
drawbacks of conservatism (‘seen it all before’) and limited breadth of experience. In these
countries the career patterns of ministers and mandarins are largely separate. Even here,
however, an important qualification must be entered. In most of these countries the
category of ‘political advisers’—individuals who are neither politicians nor career civil
servants, but who are doctrinally sympathetic to the party in power—has grown in
numbers and influence since the mid-1990s (Aucoin and Savoie, 2009; Peters and Pierre,
2004; Talbot, 2014).

3.6 The philosophy and culture of governance

Having considered the ‘normal habits’ or ‘traditions’ of government (consensualism,
majoritarianism, and their variants) and the relations between ministers and mandarins,
we can now begin to examine the ‘normal beliefs’ of administration. Can distinctive
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administrative cultures be identified, each with its own characteristic pattern of values and
assumptions, and, if so, how do these affect the process of administrative reform?
A number of writers have argued for the existence of two particularly strong models:

‘Most public administrative systems seem to be guided either by the Rechtsstaat model or
by the Anglo-Saxon notion of the “public interest”; very few systems fall between these
two models, which appear to be inherently inconsistent and irreconcilable’ (Pierre, 1995,
p. 8). In this connection the ‘Napoleonic’ states (including France and Italy) constitute an
important subfamily within the Rechtsstaat model (Ongaro, 2009, pp. 252–63).

From the Rechtsstaat perspective, the state is a central integrating force within society,
and its focal concerns are with the preparation, promulgation, and enforcement of laws. It
follows from this that most senior civil servants will be trained in the law and, indeed, that
a large and separate body of specifically administrative law will have been created. In such a
culture the instinctive bureaucratic stance will tend to be one of rule-following and
precedent, and the actions of both individual public servant and individual citizen will
be set in this context of correctness and legal control. The oversight of such a system will
require a hierarchy of administrative courts, such as the Conseil d’État in France and
Belgium or the Bundesverwaltungsgericht in Germany. The typical values of this approach
will include respect for the authority of the law as a socially necessary and integrating
force, attention to precedent, and a concern with equity, at least in the sense of equality
before the law. All in all:

[I]t has become sufficiently clear now that, in countries like France and Germany, the issue of
New Public Management in the civil service meets with cultural premises that differ from those in
Anglo-Saxon countries. (König, 1997, p. 222; see also Bouckaert, 2007 and Ongaro, 2009, p. 223)

By contrast, the ‘public interest’ model accords the state a less extensive or dominant role
within society (indeed, use of the phrase ‘the state’ is itself rare within originally ‘Anglo-
Saxon’ states such as Australia, New Zealand, and the UK). ‘Government’ (rather than ‘the
state’) is regarded as something of a necessary evil, whose powers are to be no more than
are absolutely necessary, and whose ministers and officials must constantly be held to
public account by elected parliaments and through other means. Of course, the law is an
essential component of governance, but its particular perspectives and procedures are not
as dominant as within the Rechtsstaat model. All citizens are under the law, but law is
usually in the background rather than the foreground, andmany senior civil servants have
no special training in its mysteries (as in the UK case, where the majority of senior officials
are ‘generalists’). Civil servants are regarded as simply citizens who work for government
organizations, not some kind of special caste or cadre with a higher mission to represent
‘the state’ (so there is a link here with Hood and Lodge’s notion of a range of public service
bargains). The process of government is seen as one of seeking to obtain the public’s
consent (or, at least, acquiescence) for measures devised in the public (general, national)
interest. It is recognized that different social interest groups compete with one another,
sometimes in fiercely adversarial ways. In this context, government’s job is to play the part
of a fair and trusted referee, and not to get drawn in on one side or another. Fairness and
independence of the play of sectional interests are therefore key values, with pragmatism
and flexibility as qualities which may be prized above technical expertise (or even above
strict legality).
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What are the implications of each of these approaches for public management reform?
In general terms we might expect that Rechtsstaat systems would be ‘stickier’ and slower to
reform than public interest regimes. This is because management change would always
require changes in the law and, culturally, because senior civil servants who are highly
trained in administrative law may find it more difficult than generalists to shift to a
‘managerial’ or ‘performance-oriented’ perspective. There is at least some circumstantial
evidence to support this interpretation. For example, French and German civil servants
often found it surprising that the UK executive agency programme could, within a decade,
have transferred more than two-thirds of non-industrial civil servants out of ministerial
departments and into a new form of organization without much new legislation being
required (see UK country file, Appendix B).
However, Pierre’s categorization into two distinct camps is nowmore than twenty years

old, and is beginning to look a bit dated. More recent work argues that the polar classifi-
cation of Rechtsstaat versus public interest is too crude, and that nowadays not a few but
most civil service systems are mixtures (Demmke and Moilanen, 2010, p. 9; Hood and
Lodge, 2006). In a number of the countries under consideration there has been a consid-
erable shift away from a highly legalistic state form, but towards something other than a
straightforward public interest model. The Netherlands, Finland, and Sweden all fall into
this mixed category. The Netherlands went through a period of ‘dejuridification’ after the
SecondWorldWar, and its administrative culture now appears as a complex mixture, with
a rather open attitude that brings a range of experts and representative groups into the
policymaking process. There are also remnants of the old ‘pillarization’ mindset, in so far
as it can still be considered important to ensure that the administrative decision-making
process balances representation from each of the major social groups. It is an essentially
consensual approach, very different from the more closed and juridical purity of a full
Rechtsstaat philosophy. In both Finland and Sweden a training in law has in the past been
normal for higher public officials, but, as with the Netherlands, this juristic dominance has
been considerably diluted over the past forty or fifty years. In both countries civil servants
now come from a wide variety of disciplinary backgrounds, and the culture of upper civil
service could be said to have as much to do with satisfying the demands for ‘coordina-
tion’, ‘partnership’, ‘responsiveness’, and ‘leadership’ as with a strict application of law.
In both countries, also, there is a sense of the weight, centrality, and continuity of the
state—senior public servants are not quite the anxious, harassed breed one often finds in
Washington DC or sometimes in Whitehall.

There is therefore muchmore to administrative culture than just a bipolar scale running
from Rechtsstaat to public interest—as the expansion of writing about organizational
cultures and traditions over the past two decades testifies (see, e.g., Hood, 1998; Painter
and Peters, 2010; Schedler and Proeller, 2007). To summarize all that literature is beyond
us, but we think two particular approaches are worthy of mention. The first comes from a
recent comparative analysis, and is essentially the kind of useful move beyond the ‘two
camps’ thinking that was referred to earlier. Kuhlmann and Wollmann (2014) identify six
‘administrative profiles’ among European states (they do not cover other parts of the
world). These are shown in Table 3.4.

The selection of countries in this book does not include either of Kuhlmann and
Wollmann’s last two categories (5 and 6), so for present purposes they can be ignored.
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The first four, however, are relevant. The table connects to our earlier discussion in
Section 3.3, in so far as the right-hand column includes both cultural and structural
features. It does not contradict our earlier distinction between Rechtsstaat/law-heavy states
and public interest states so much as refine it, by subdividing the law-heavy states into
different categories. This sixfold categorization, integrating both cultural/traditional elem-
ents and state structures, is a useful one which has already been used to good effect by a
number of scholars. Thus, for example, we could suggest that Nordic countries (group 3)
have been somewhat more open to NPM-style reforms than European continental-federal
states (group 2), probably because the former have moved further away from heavy
legalism and lay greater stress on the accessibility and transparency of operation of
specifically public services.
The second approach we single out for attention is more explicitly cultural. Hofstede’s

Culture’s consequences (2001) examined variations in values and organizational norms
across fifty countries. It was based on a quarter-century of research and a wide range of
studies and surveys—but was not specifically focused on the public sector. It is relatively
unusual in that it actually attempted to quantify certain dimensions of culture. It produces
measures for what Hofstede argues are five critical cultural elements:

• Power-distance: the difference between the extent to which a boss can determine the
behaviour of a subordinate and the extent to which the subordinate can determine the
behaviour of the boss. This is closely connected with the norms which exist in a given
culture about equality and inequality. A high power-distance implies a high tolerance for
the existence andmanifestationof inequality. For example,Hofstede tells a story of seeing

Table 3.4 European administrative traditions

Group
Examples (in bold if
in this book) Administrative tradition and structure

1. Continental
European-
Napoleonic

France, Italy, Greece,
Portugal, Spain

Rule-of-law legalism. Strong state/society separation. Extensive
clientelism and party patronage in the southern subgroup. Unitary,
centralized, weak local government.

2. Continental
European-Federal

Germany, Austria,
Switzerland

Rule-of-law legalism. Weaker state/society separation. Public services
not so prominent as in 1—important roles for civil society associations.
Federal decentralized structure with strong local governments.

3. Nordic* Finland, Sweden,
Denmark, Norway

Rule of law. High transparency. Egalitarian—administration accessible to
citizens. Unitary but decentralized, with strong local governments.

4. Anglo-Saxon UK Administrative law/legalism less developed than in 1, 2, and 3. Public
interest culture. Pragmatism. Unitary, centralized (except for devolution
to Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland)

5. Central/Eastern
European

Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland

Legacy of socialist cadre administration. Public servants often poorly
regarded and poorly paid. Unitary, decentralized—strong local
governments (though weakened in Hungary since 2011).

6. South-Eastern
European

Bulgaria, Romania Legacy of socialist cadre administration. Public servants often poorly
regarded and poorly paid. Extensive clientelism, party patronage, and
corruption. Unitary, centralized—weak local governments.

Extensively adapted from Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014, table 2.2, p. 21, with own additions
* Kuhlmann and Wollmann terms group 3 ‘Scandinavian’, but since it also includes Finland we suggest that ‘Nordic’may be
a more accurate label
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a Dutch primeminister holidaying at an ordinary Portuguese campsite, and suggests that
while this was not unusual in the Dutch culture (power-distance index 38), it would be
much less likely to be the choice of a French prime minister (power-distance index 68).

• Uncertainty avoidance: the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by
uncertain or unknown situations. Here one might compare, say, Belgium (index 94)
with Sweden (index 29). Swedes, apparently, were more comfortable with uncertain, ill-
defined situations (of which there are many in government).

• Individualism versus collectivism: ‘individualism stands for a society in which the ties
between individuals are loose: everyone is expected to look after him/herself and his/her
immediate family only. Collectivism stands for a society in which people from birth
onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, which throughout people’s
lifetime continue to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty’ (Hofstede,
2001, p. 225). The USA, a famously individualistic society, scores 91 on the individual-
ism/collectivism index, while Finland scores only 63. Many Finns are very cautious
about doing things that might make them appear to stand out from the crowd or
break unspoken, collective norms.

• Masculinity versus femininity: ‘Masculinity stands for a society in which gender roles
are clearly distinct: men are supposed to be tough, assertive, and focused on material
success; women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and concerned with the
quality of life. Femininity stands for a society in which social gender roles overlap:
both men and women are supposed to be modest, tender, and concerned with the
quality of life’ (Hofstede, 2001, p. 297). On this dimension the scores of Germany (66)
and Italy (70) can be contrasted with the much lower masculinity/higher femininity
scores of Sweden (5) and the Netherlands (14).

• Long-term versus short-term orientation: ‘Long term orientation stands for the fostering
of virtues oriented towards future rewards, in particular, perseverance and thrift. Its
opposite pole, short term orientation, stands for the fostering of virtues related to the
past and present, in particular, respect for tradition, preservation of “face” and fulfilling
social obligations’ (Hofstede, 2001, p. 359). Here the variation between ‘our’ countries
does not appear to be so great, but there is nevertheless a significant difference between,
on the one hand, the short-term stance of Australians (21) and Americans (26) and the
more past-and-present (long-term) orientation of Belgians (82) and Germans (83).

In subsequent work Hofstede and his colleagues added an additional dimension:

• Indulgence versus restraint: indulgence being a tendency to allow fairly free rein to
gratification of instincts and desires related to enjoying life, whereas restraint represents
a conviction that such instincts and desires need to be strictly regulated by social norms
(Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 281). This dimension does not have such a close relationship to
publicmanagement as some of the others, but it could perhaps be imagined that restraint-
oriented cultures might find it easier to accept traditional roles for government and
bureaucracy, whereas citizens in more indulgent cultures would be more likely to chal-
lenge anyattemptby the state to regulate their pleasures. For example, one could guess that
New Zealand (75) or the USA (68) would bemore likely to resist, say, firearms regulation or
anti-pornography laws than Germany (40) or Italy (30). But this is highly speculative.
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Table 3.5 sets out Hofstede’s findings for the twelve countries covered in our book.
What, the reader may well ask, does all this have to do with public management reform?

For some of the dimension, we would suggest quite a lot. Although Hofstede’s measures
are usually taken from general surveys, and are not focused specifically on civil servants or
politicians, they presumably reflect the broad cultural climates in which management
reforms will have to be announced, interpreted, promoted, and resisted in each particular
country (Bouckaert, 2007). As a major recent comparative study of the civil services in
twenty-seven EU states puts it: ‘we agree that there is a connection between the culture of a
nation or region, the way management in civil services is structured, how reform pressures
are perceived and how reform priorities are adopted’ (Demmke and Moilanen, 2010, p. 3).
Hofstede’s dimensions help us understand whywhat appears to be a similar reformmay be
very differently received in different cultures. We would expect, for example, equal oppor-
tunities regulations to have an easier passage in Sweden than Italy (and we would expect
the percentages of senior civil servants who were female to be higher, on average, in the
Nordic countries than in the Mediterranean countries). We would expect quality improve-
ment techniques that rely upon egalitarian discussion circles as their main mechanism to
work less well in France than the Netherlands—at least if staff of different ranks were
involved in the same discussion group. We would expect people in high uncertainty
avoidance cultures to be more alienated from and suspicious of their governments, and
therefore, on average, less ‘believing’ in their responses to reform (Hofstede, 2001, p. 171).
We would also expect staff in high uncertainty avoidance cultures to be more concerned

Table 3.5 Some cultural dimensions in our twelve countries

Power-
distance

Uncertainty
avoidance

Individualism/
collectivism

Masculinity/
femininity

Long-term
orientation

Indulgence/
restraint

Australia 36 51 90 61 21 71

Belgium 65 94 75 54 82 57

Canada 39 48 80 52 36 68

Finland 33 59 63 26 38 57

France 68 86 71 43 63 48

Germany 35 65 67 66 83 40

Italy 50 75 76 70 61 30

Netherlands 38 53 80 14 67 68

New
Zealand

22 49 79 58 33 75

Sweden 31 29 71 5 53 78

UK 35 35 89 66 51 69

USA 40 46 91 62 26 68

Source: Based on Hofstede et al., 2010
Note: The cultural dimensions data collected by Hofstede et al. (2010) come from various sources. For the dimensions
‘individualism/collectivism’, ‘power-distance’, ‘masculinity/femininity’, and ‘uncertainty avoidance’, Hofstede et al. (2010)
rely on data collected through a survey of IBM employees in over fifty countries between 1967 and 1973. For the dimensions
‘long-term orientation’ and ‘indulgence/restraint’, Hofstede et al. (2010) rely on World Value Survey data collected in the
period 1995–2004. All index values are scaled to reflect a score from 0 to 100, and were extracted from the website <https://
www.geert-hofstede.com/countries.html>.
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with rule-following and more reluctant to risk changing jobs—both factors of some
importance for those reformers who want to deregulate bureaucracies and encourage
more rapid job change in the public service. As we will see in Chapters 4 and 5, the
introduction of flexible employment contracts in civil service jobs does indeed appear to
have gone much further in New Zealand and the UK (Uncertainty Avoidance Index scores
of 49 and 35) than in Belgium or France (UAI scores of 94 and 86).

If nothing more, this kind of analysis may challenge, or at least refine, the kind of crude
parading of national stereotypes to which discussions of different countries’ bureaucracies
and political systems can easily descend. At best it may offer an insight into the specific
ways in which particular reforms are extensively ‘translated’ as they move from one
country to another (Czarniawska and Sevón, 1996; Smullen, 2010).

3.7 Sources of policy advice

Thefinal aspect of the administrative systemwhichwewish to suggest is of significance is the
diversity of the key sources of advice to ministers on reform issues. (We are here referring
exclusively to advice on management reform issues. Advice on other types of policy innov-
ation, such as defence policy or economic policy, may be taken from different networks.) In
principle, political executives could takemanagement advice from a wide range of sources—
from their own political parties, from their mandarins, frommanagement consultants, from
academic specialists, from business corporations, or from political or policy think tanks.
Since about 1990 international bodies have also played a growing role in advice-giving. For
our twelve countries the OECD has been particularly active and influential (see, e.g., OECD,
1995, 2005b, 2009, 2015). In eastern Europe and the developing world theWorld Bank and
the European Commission have been important (see, e.g., Andrews, 2013; Demmke and
Moilanen, 2010; Kaufmann et al., 2007). The basic proposition here is that the wider the
range of customary sources of advice, the more likely it is that new ideas—especially those
fromoutside the public sector—will reachministers’ ears in persuasive and influential forms.
Thus, for example, newmanagement ideas (box F in Figure 2.1)will have anearlier andbetter
chance of getting a sympathetic hearing from executive politicians.

One particular trend which has affected most of our twelve countries has been the
increasing politicization of advice to ministers. The specific form which this has taken
has varied from one country to another, but over the past two or three decades the
prominence of ‘political advisers’ or politically flavoured senior civil service appointments
has grown in Australia, Belgium, Canada, Germany, the UK, and the USA (see, e.g., Aucoin
and Savoie, 2009; OECD, 2011; Peters and Pierre, 2004; Talbot, 2014). Alongside, and
sometimes overlapping this trend has been another one—that of the increasing role
played by management consultants, even at the highest levels (National Audit Office,
2006; Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 2002; Saint Martin, 2005). Both these trends repre-
sent a broadening of the stream of advice on management reforms, and both are also
controversial. It is not self-evident that corporate management consultants or party pol-
itical ‘fixers’ are necessarily better placed to give advice on how to reshape ministries and
major public services than the civil and public services themselves.
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Beyond this, the source of a particular reform idea may influence its perceived legit-
imacy and ‘ownership’. Rank-and-file civil servants may be more suspicious of innov-
ations that are believed to come from one particular political party or from ‘whizz kids’ in
a fashionable think tank. Achieving ‘ownership’ of reform right down the hierarchy may
be less difficult if it is perceived as having a significant ‘homegrown’ element, that is, if
the innovation is seen to be based on accumulated experience within the civil service
itself, rather than being a forced ‘import’. Of course, these reactions will themselves be
influenced by the administrative culture. Ideas from big business may be accorded
greater face legitimacy in a pro-business, anti-government culture, such as prevails
in the USA, than in a strong, proud state-centred culture such as has existed for some
time in France.
Contrasts are not hard to find. Consider the differences between France and the UK

during the 1980s. In France reform policies emerged from within the ‘usual networks’ of
members of the grands corps—mandarins and politicians with shared ENA backgrounds
and intertwined careers. In the UK Mrs Thatcher was well known for her suspicions of the
civil service and went out to right-wing think tanks for many of her reform ideas. Or again,
we may note a similar contrast between Germany and the USA. In Germany most reform
projects have been hatched within the public service itself, sometimes helped by advice
from specialist academics (Schröter and Wollmann, 1997). In the USA President Reagan
called in teams of businessmen to propose changes in the federal administration, most
infamously the Grace Commission and its 2,000 businessmen (Pollitt, 1993, pp. 91–5). In
1984, Grace delivered 2,478 recommendations for improving efficiency and cutting
‘waste’, but the implementation of many of these ideas seems to have been lost track of
within a fragmented, sceptical, and probably resentful federal bureaucracy. In Canada,
too, Prime Minister Mulroney exhibited considerable suspicions of the career bureaucrats
and made a virtue of seeking business advice (Savoie, 1994).
Finland, the Netherlands, and Sweden are each different again. The major Finnish

public management reforms of the early 1990s owed most to the thinking of senior public
servants. External participation from business people or consultants was the exception
rather than the rule (though one or two of the civil servants themselves had some business
experience). By contrast, Dutch reforms emerged from a procession of committees and
enquiries which featured not only civil servants but also academics, auditors, and individ-
uals from the business world—there was a fairly open marketplace of advice and ideas.
Sweden probably fell some way between Finland and the Netherlands—there was some
‘external’ debate and participation, but senior public servants kept a firm grip on the helm,
and were never in the position of US, British, or Canadian civil servants in being obliged to
implement a reform agenda that had been substantially set by business advisers to the
government, external think tanks, or management consultants.

3.8 The European Commission: a special case

The European Commission is obviously a special case, because it is not a sovereign nation
state. Furthermore, as a supranational authority, much of its business is conducted with
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nation states, and thus cannot be considered in the same breath as relations between a
national government and its own subnational tiers of government. We agree with the
many commentators who have warned against simple comparisons between EU institu-
tions and national governments. However, despite these sui generis aspects, much of the
analysis which we have applied above to the twelve countries in our set can also be applied
to the Commission.Wewould argue that the third, fourth, and fifth features of our general
analysis (see Sections 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7) can be related to the Commission without too
much difficulty, and that the main differences arise with the first and second—state
structure and the style of executive government. So we will tackle these two more prob-
lematic features first.

In terms of the vertical dispersion of authority we cannot neatly label the Commission
as either federal or unitary. It is not federal in the sense of having inferior tiers of authority
below it, sharing powers in a way that is defined by a single constitution. Yet there are
some resemblances: the Commission very much operates within the framework of treaties
(Rome, Maastricht, Nice, Lisbon, etc.) and these define the relationships which are sup-
posed to obtain between the Commission, other EU institutions, and member states
themselves. In this sense one might speak of the Commission working within a quasi-
federal, treaty-framed environment, although one in which the other ‘levels’ are not at all
‘inferior’. One obvious difference, for example, has been that, whereas the national level in
most federal states retains responsibility for foreign and defence policies, within the EU
member states have fiercely—though not entirely successfully—guarded their independ-
ence in these respects. Moves towards developing common approaches in these areas,
though significant and still developing, remain limited.

On the other hand, the definition of ‘unified’ does not seem to fit very well either,
because, although the Commission is itself a unified body, somuch of its work depends on
arriving at cooperative agreements with member states, each of which is an independent
sovereign power in its own right. In this sense, therefore, only diehard Europhobes would
liken the Commission to a powerful unitary state on the model of France or the UK. What
it can do is very much limited not only by law, but also by the national governments of its
member states and by the European Parliament, full of members elected fromwithin those
member states. Evidently, many of the voters in the UK referendum in 2016 did not
understand—or believe—this, when 52 per cent of the voters cast their ballots in favour
of ‘Brexit’, amid a torrent of accusations that ‘Brussels’ was some kind of uncontrollable
superstate.

Furthermore, in the last twenty years or so we have seen a growth in the number of
agencies which have been spun off from the Commission to perform a variety of tasks.
This growing complexity was enough to prompt the EU institutions to launch a large-scale
evaluation of their agency systems (Rambøll/Euréval/Matrix, 2009).

Moving on to the question of horizontal coordination, we may immediately observe
that the Commission has strong vertical divisions and is often difficult to coordinate
horizontally (Middlemas, 1995; Page, 1997). Each Directorate-General (DG) is to a signifi-
cant extent a law unto itself. The most powerful horizontal controls have traditionally
emanated from the budget and personnel DGs (although some recent reforms have
lessened these in certain respects—see Appendix B). In short, however, the Commission
is quite fragmented.
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Given these structural characteristics, what might one deduce about management
reform? Perhaps simply that broad-scope, radical reform of the kind carried through in
unified, centralized states such as New Zealand and the UK would be difficult. The
historical record would seem to bear this out. There has been a tortuous history of partial,
incremental reforms (and failed reforms—Spierenberg, 1979). Until the mid-1990s there
was no general restructuring or reorientation towards modern styles of management—
indeed, ‘management’ itself was not seen as particularly important by most senior Euro-
crats (Stevens and Stevens, 2001, p. 148). The Commission was, for the most part, an
old-fashioned bureaucracy. In the late 1990s and early 2000s there was a major manage-
ment upheaval, centred around what became known as the ‘Kinnock reforms’ (see EU
Commission file, Appendix B), but since then the pace of change appears to have slowed
once more. The EU machinery has been focused on larger problems of public legitimacy,
enlargement, the economic/currency crisis, and most recently immigration. Reforms of
the Commission’s machinery have taken second place to these intense external pressures
and have, to a considerable extent, represented elaborations of the Kinnock reforms
of 2000–4.
The second ‘key feature’ in our analysis is the nature of executive government—the

habits or style of governance. In the Commission’s case this ismuchmore consensual than
majoritarian, although political parties play only a very subdued role. The Commission
itself (i.e. the body of commissioners) is an expressly collegial body, where it is vital for
proposers of reform to gain common assent (sometimes through complicated trade-offs
between apparently unrelated issues) or at least to secure reluctant acquiescence. It is
composed of people with executive political experience (typically ex-ministers from the
member states) but they must deal with what is, in effect, a rival and in some ways more
powerful political executive in the shape of the Council of Ministers. The Commission is
also accountable to the European Parliament. The latter used not to be a particularly strong
political force, but since the late 1990s it has acquired new powers and is now a major
player, having, inter alia, a significant veto on the appointment of EU commissioners.
Moving on towhat in Table 3.1 is termed ‘Minister/mandarin relations’, wemay say that

the Commission is unique, and uniquely complex. To begin with, it has what in terms of
most nation states would be regarded as an ‘extra’ political layer. The ‘mandarins’ are the
directors-general, the permanent heads of the Commission’s services. Above them floats
the first political layer—the commissioners, who, although appointed, are generally pol-
iticians by background. However, beyond the commissioners lies another powerful body
of executive politicians, the Council of Ministers from the member states. Just to make
matters more complicated still, each commissioner has a cabinet of personally appointed
officials, who offer policy advice and (not infrequently) clash with the directors-general.
Finally, we may note that, while cabinet positions are temporary (they do not last beyond
the tenure of the individual commissioner) both they and the career directors-general and
the two grades immediately below them (‘A2s’ and ‘A3s’) are politically influenced
appointments (Page, 1997). The upshot of all this is a very complex set of relations
between senior career officials and ‘their’ commissioners. Their careers are not usually
intertwined after the French fashion, but the mandarin ranks are certainly politicized, and
there is a large group of politicized temporary officials in the cabinets. Yet for most of the
permanent officials the ‘bargain’ seems to be more of ‘trustees’ or ‘technocrats’ than
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‘agents’ for a particular political regime (the terms are again borrowed from Hood and
Lodge, 2006). They enjoy strong tenure and have only begun to be subject to any
organized form of individual appraisal since the Kinnock reforms (Levy, 2003). Many of
them serve most of their careers in Brussels, where they enjoy high salaries and a variety
of privileges.

As for the administrative culture of the Commission, it still bears traces of the predom-
inant French influence during its formative years. Many French practices and titles con-
tinue, including the existence of strong separate hierarchies (in the DGs) and the
predominantly regulatory and legalistic cast of mind. Although there is considerable
internal variation (as one might expect in an organization whose staffing policies deliber-
ately mixed officials from such a diverse range of national backgrounds), the predominant
impression is of a hierarchy that would score quite highly on both Hofstede’s power-
distance index and his index of uncertainty avoidance (see Section 3.6). ‘Playing it safe’,
not challenging one’s superiors, addressing problems by making and then following very
detailed procedural rules—these are familiar cultural ‘norms’ within the Commission to
this day. The Commission is thus more Rechtsstaat than public interest, and can seem a
strange place for new arrivals from countries such as Sweden or the UK, which have
somewhat different traditions. Cultural change is, however, an almost inevitable conse-
quence of the successive enlargements of EU membership. New fonctionnaires from the
central and eastern European states, combined with the influx from the 1995 enlarge-
ment, are making their impact on the Commission’s atmosphere and style (Ban, 2010b).

With respect to policy advice, that which reaches commissioners may be said to be fairly
diverse. In addition to advice from the directors-general, commissioners take the views of
their own cabinets, and, not unusually, may tap sources within the administration of their
own member state. They are also bombarded with evidence and demands from the
multiplicity of pressure groups which have set up in Brussels. While this is an exceedingly
complex system, it is not a closed one; indeed, the channels are almost certainly more
diverse than in some member states.

In sum, one could say that within the Commission the feasibility threshold over which
management reforms must pass is rather high. The Commission is a collegial, consensual
body and its operative DGs are vertically strongly divided from each other. No single
source of power and authority is therefore strong enough to drive through across-the-
board changes against significant resistance. The pressure of public opinion is weak and
indirect: this is because of the intervening ‘layer’ of member states, because of the still
limited influence of the European Parliament (whose own legitimacy, as indicated by
electoral turnouts, is not high) and because in any case the Commission does not itself
provide the kinds of public services which would bring it into direct contact with the
public. Other ‘difficult-to-change’ factors should also be mentioned. The top three grades
in the hierarchy are fairly politicized, but in a way which tends to focus the occupants on
sexy political topics and on what can be achieved within the four-year term of a Commis-
sion rather than on longer-term structural change. The administrative culture carries
significant elements of Rechtsstaat, and the resort to legal rules and standard procedures
is, if anything, intensified by the difficulties of running such a multilingual, multicultural
organization. All these features combine to make the life of the would-be management
reformer difficult.
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Yet, despite all this, broader political pressures and external currents of management
ideas have at least placed large-scale administrative modernization on the Commission’s
agenda. When a new Commission took office in 1995, it launched a Sound and Efficient
Management Initiative (European Commission, 2000b). This was quickly followed by
MAP 2000 (Modernizing Administrative and Personnel Policy), which focused on internal
reforms to the Commission’s own machinery. However, this (Santer) Commission col-
lapsed in disgrace and an unprecedented mass resignation in 1999. The circumstances of
the fall of Santer and his fellow commissioners guaranteed that reform would be high on
the agenda of the new leadership (the Prodi Commission), and, under the leadership of
Vice President Kinnock significant reforms in audit, financial management, and human
resource management were proclaimed (European Commission, 2001). It appears that real
changes have been made, but that progress is quite slow, and that the main emphasis of
the reforms has become—in path-dependent fashion—centralizing and regulatory (Levy,
2003; Stevens and Stevens, 2001—see Appendix B for further details). In some particular
respects, however, more radical changes have occurred—perhaps most noticeably in the
modernization of recruitment procedures (Ban, 2010a).

3.9 Traditional bureaucracy: the ancien régime?

A good deal of the rhetoric associated with public management reform vividly contrasts
the new (= good) with the old (= bad). The name given to the old—that against which the
modern, reformed public sector organization stands out as superior—is usually something
like ‘traditional bureaucracy’ (e.g. Hughes, 1998, chapter 2). The big models first intro-
duced in Chapter 1—New Public Management (NPM), Neo-Weberian State (NWS), and
New Public Governance (NPG)—are all, in different ways, reactions to this grand old
model from the past. Politicians, in particular, never seem to tire of ‘bashing bureaucracy’
and portraying it as both restrictive and wasteful (although as soon as something goes
wrong, the same politicians often demand new oversight bodies and new regulations,
which are themselves ‘bureaucratic’). The global economic crisis provoked a new round of
rhetoric as leading politicians in several countries claimed (however improbably) that
huge savings could be achieved by cutting out ‘bureaucratic waste’, while leaving frontline
public services unharmed.
Before concluding this review of regime types, it is therefore necessary to explore a little

further this ancien régime—to understand what was supposed to be wrong with ‘bureau-
cracy’ and to clarify its relationships with the various dimensions of the politico-
administrative world which have been discussed in Sections 3.2 to 3.8.
Osborne and Gaebler (1992, pp. 11–12) are fairly typical of at least the Anglo-American-

Australasian critique of traditional bureaucracy:

Our thesis is simple. The kind of governments that developed during the industrial era, with their
sluggish, centralised bureaucracies, their preoccupation with rules and regulations, and their hier-
archical chains of command, no longer work very well. They accomplished great things in their
time, but somewhere along the line they got away from us. They became bloated, wasteful,
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ineffective. And when the world began to change, they failed to change with it. Hierarchical,
centralised bureaucracies designed in the 1930s or 1940s simply do not function well in the
rapidly-changing, information-rich, knowledge-intensive society and economy of the 1990s.

This traditional model is commonly linked with the ideal-type rational/legal bureaucracy
proposed and analysed in the writings of Max Weber (Weber, 1947). This type of organ-
ization was characterized by:

• fixed spheres of competence;

• a defined hierarchy of offices;

• a clear distinction between the public and private roles (and property) of the officials;

• specialization and expertise as the basis for action;

• full-time, career appointments for officials; and

• management by the application of a developing set of rules, knowledge of whichwas the
special technical competence of the officials concerned.

This, then, is the type of regime which has been said to be in urgent need of replacement
by more flexible, fast-moving, performance-oriented forms of modern organization. Of
the various types of administrative culture which have been discussed earlier in this
chapter, it is fairly clear which one is closest to the traditional model—it is the Rechtsstaat.
The culture is one of high power-distance and high uncertainty avoidance—indeed, the
reduction of uncertainty and the increase in predictability are claimed to be among its
chief virtues. The critique favoured by Osborne and Gaebler, Hughes, and many others
therefore leads towards the conclusion that countries like Germany are ‘behind’ and need
to take up ‘reinvention’ or the ‘NPM’more vigorously—to follow the ‘leaders’ such as New
Zealand, the UK, or the USA.

Unfortunately, however, what one might term the ‘NPM story’ is misleadingly neat and
overly simple. There are many detailed criticisms which could be made of it (see Pollitt,
2003a, chapter 2), but here we will confine ourselves to just three general points. First, it is
dazzlingly clear that there has not been just one type of administrative regime in existence,
but several (Demmke and Moilanen, 2010; Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014; Lynn, 2006;
Ongaro, 2009). So to reduce the past to a single system is to do a considerable injustice to
the variety of history. Second (by way of extension to the first point), even if some parts of
some public sectors ‘fitted’ the image of the traditional bureaucracy, others definitely did
not. Thus, in the UK (as in most other western European states), the most expensive and
labour-intensive sectors of state administration—healthcare and education—were never
legalistic bureaucracies. On the contrary, they were heavily professionalized organizations
in which individual professions were able to exercise a great deal of discretion, often in a
collegial rather than a hierarchical manner. Clarke and Newman (1997) call this ‘bureau-
professionalism’, to distinguish it from pure bureaucracy. Third, the accounts of traditional
bureaucracy given by the NPM ‘school’ tend to be rather one-sided. They emphasize the
negatives (‘rigidity’, ‘centralization’, etc.) but ignore or underplay the positives, such as
continuity, honesty, and a high commitment to equity in dealing with the citizen-public.
In his seminal article on the NPM, Hood terms these ‘theta-type core values’, and com-
ments that, even if NPM reforms do increase frugality and efficiency, these gains could be
‘bought at the expense of guarantees of honesty and fair dealing and of security and
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resilience’ (Hood, 1991, p. 16—see also, for a sophisticated defence of bureaucratic char-
acteristics, Du Gay, 2000).
Our conclusion is not that the negative features of the ‘traditional model’ are fantasies,

with no basis in reality. Every reader can probably vouchsafe some personal experience
testifying to the capacity of public (and private) bureaucracies to work in infuriatingly
slow, inefficient, and insensitive ways. However, it is a long—and unjustified—leap from
there to the idea that the governments of the industrialized world previously operated
their public sectors as Weberian-style traditional bureaucracies, and have now moved,
without significant loss, to a new, modern type of organization which avoids all the
problems of the past. As this book will continue to demonstrate, public sectors have not
all come from the same place and are not all headed in the same direction. Modernization
often involves losses as well as gains (Chapter 7 is particularly concerned with this theme).
Each country is different (though there are some groups and patterns, as we have already
seen—e.g. Table 3.4) and within each public domain, individual sectors have distinctive
organizational cultures of their own. The idea of ‘bureaucracy’ as a single, and now totally
obsolete, ancien régime is as implausible as the suggestion that there is now a global recipe
which will reliably deliver ‘reinvented’ governments. Both these proposals are examples of
lazy thinking, too far removed from the evidence on the ground.

3.10 Concluding remarks

The main points of this chapter can be straightforwardly summarized. Features of the
existing politico-administrative regime are likely to exert a significant influence over both
the choice of reforms to be adopted and the feasibility of implementing certain types of
reform. State structures, the nature of central executive government, relationships
between ministers and mandarins, the prevailing administrative culture, and the diversity
of channels of advice all have effects on which ideas get taken up, and how vigorously and
widely these are subsequently implemented. They constitute active contexts with which
reformers must come to terms (Pollitt, 2013a). Thus, certain regimes look as though they
aremuchmore open to the ‘performance-driven’, market-favouring ideas of the NPM than
others: particularly the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ countries: Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK,
and the USA. Other countries—especially the continental European states (both Napo-
leonic and Federal, see Table 3.4)—have been structurally and culturally less hospitable to
such ideas, but have responded to pressures by developing a different reform mix of their
own, sometimes selecting from and transforming NPM tools as they do so. In this book we
have four examples of states in these two categories: France and Italy (Continental-
Napoleonic) and Belgium and Germany (Continental-Federal). However, whatever type
of reform may be desired, not every country has an equal capacity to implement new
arrangements in a coherent, broad-scope way. For structural reasons, executive power is
less centralized and focused in, say, Belgium or the USA than in New Zealand or the UK.
Continental Europe is significantly different. It is dominated by Germany and France,

each with its own strong administrative tradition. Of the two, France finds it less difficult
to make broad changes, to the extent that it remains fairly centralized and is governed by a
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president with strong powers. In federal Germany some of the constraints on change are
entrenched in constitutional law, so one might expect change to be difficult at the federal
level, though it is more in evidence at the lower levels of Länder and municipalities.
Belgium is federal, and therefore structurally closer to Germany, but carries an inheritance
of administrative arrangements which is predominantly in the French style. Unsurpris-
ingly, with this background, compounded by the linguistic and political divide between
the Flemings and the Walloons, change has hitherto been slow (see, e.g., Pollitt and
Bouckaert, 2009, and Appendix B). Italy is in transition, but has clearly launched some
major reforms, even if implementation has been highly uneven. Finally, there are the
three north-western European states—Finland, the Netherlands, and Sweden. These differ
among themselves in a variety of ways, but share a general disposition towards consensual,
often meso-corporatist styles of governance. This tends to blunt the sharper corners of the
NPM, leading to less outright criticism of the state bureaucracy, a cautious rather than a
wildly enthusiastic approach to marketization and privatization, and a less rapid (some
would say less ruthless) style of implementation than prevailed in New Zealand and the
UK. There is a further degree of difference between the two Nordics (Finland, Sweden) and
the Netherlands, with the latter havingmoved closer to the Anglo-Saxonmodel, albeit not
as aggressively as the UK and the USA.

These remarks are a brief foretaste of what is to come. In Chapter 4, and in Appendix B,
there will be more detailed accounts of the reform trajectories in each of the twelve
countries, and of the EU Commission. These will therefore provide a test for the predictive
powers of the politico-administrative variables here identified and discussed.
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4 Trajectories of
modernization
and reform

4.1 From regimes to trajectories

In Chapters 1–3 we examined the relatively enduring—yet nevertheless evolving—politico-
administrative regimes of twelve countries, plus the European Commission. Now we shift
focus to more rapid and short-term forms of change: the reforms themselves. How far can it
be said that everyone has been following more or less the same route, albeit from different
starting points in terms of their politico-administrative regimes? Are there clear patterns,
and, if so, of what kind, or is the story really one of ad hockery dressed up as strategy?
Our first step is to use the model of change advanced in Chapter 2 to organize the

elements of what seem to be the ‘basics’ of each country’s experience into some sensible
categories. The results of that exercise are shown in tabular form in Appendix B, where there
is a summary for each country, and chronological tables of key events. Appendix B should
be used as an adjunct to the whole book, but especially to this chapter. Here, in Chapter 4,
we adopt a broad comparative perspective, looking for patterns of similarity and difference.
We do this by employing the concept of trajectories to help us sort out the data.

4.2 Trajectories: a conceptual preliminary

A trajectory, as defined here, is more than a trend. A trend is simply some pattern in the
data (e.g. if the rainfall goes up every year for ten years, that is a trend). A trajectory, by
contrast, is an intentional pattern—a route that someone is trying to take. It leads from a
starting point (an alpha) to some desired place or state of affairs in the future (an omega).
The three basic elements—an initial state, a trajectory, and a future state—make up a
scenario (see Figure 4.1).
Scenarios may exist at various levels of specificity. They may amount to little more than

a set of vague ideas and orientations. Or they may be developed into a strategic plan, with
specified actions, timescales, and objectives. Scenarios are not always complete, in the
sense that one or more of the three basic elements may be missing. For example, if there is
only an omega—a vision of the desired future—but no clear specification of alpha or of
trajectory, one might speak of a utopia or perhaps a paradigm. Thus one could consider the
big models from Chapter 1—say the New Public Management (NPM), Neo-Weberian State



(NWS), and New Public Governance (NPG)—as omegas, destinations, or ‘ideal types’ in
the Weberian sense of ‘pure types’ that certain groups want to get to. Alternatively, there
may exist a critique of the status quo (alpha) and a desire to move in a certain direction
(trajectory) but no well-developed picture of the final state that is aimed for. This could be
thought of as a kind of drifting with the tide, and there is certainly evidence of a good deal
of that in the world of management reform (‘everyone seems to be doing this, so we had
better try it too’). One classic academic conceptualization of this process is termedmimetic
isomorphism (Powell and Di Maggio, 1991).

To anticipate, we are of the view that fully worked-out scenarios, with each of the three
main elements clearly analysed and described, are the exception rather than the rule in public
management reform. The real world is usually more untidy, with poorly specified visions of
the future, inadequate analyses of the status quo, and partial and sometimes conflicting or
oscillating trajectories for different aspects of the administrative apparatus. This untidiness is
understandable—it can occur for reasons of limited reformist policymaking capacity, or
because ambiguity and vagueness may suit the political leadership (leaving their options
open and holding together varied coalitions of opinion), or because of genuine uncertainty
about what the best course of actionmay be (organizational change is not something political
leaders are necessarily either trained for or even especially interested in). At this stage wemay
note—to anticipate Chapter 5—that if the trajectories and/or the omegas are vague, then the
question of how one assesses results immediately becomes problematic. ‘Did we do it?’
becomes ‘We did this and that, but was this what we originally intended?’

4.3 The main components of reform

Table 4.1 sets out some of the main components of reform trajectories, and these headings
will be used as a template for the following sections and subsections.

Scenario

Scenario

[OMEGA without a trajectory – or even

without an ALPHA – may be termed a UTOPIA]

Initial
situation
(alpha)

Future
situation
(omega)

Chain of steps
or events

(trajectory)

Figure 4.1 The concept of a trajectory
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We have selected five main components for the substance (or ‘what’) of reform, plus
three for the process (or ‘how’). The first four divisions are conventional: finance (4.4),
personnel (4.5), organization (4.6), and performance measurement (4.7). The fifth and
final ‘what’ component is rather different: it is transparency and open government (4.8).
Then we have a section on implementation (4.9) which looks at three ‘how’ processes:
top-down/bottom-up, legal dimensions, and organizational processes. These topics will
now be reviewed before a final overview analysis is developed at the end of the chapter.

4.4 Trajectories in financial management reform

Budget reforms have been widespread, and have been driven by two particular external
pressures. The first has been to restrain the growth of public expenditure, for macroeco-
nomic reasons. These reasons have, of course, redoubled since the advent of the global
economic crisis in 2008.
These circumstances appear to have strengthened the hand of central budget agencies

within most governments, just as they did during the earlier fiscal crises of the 1980s
(Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015; Wanna et al., 2003, p. 253).
Clearly, therefore, the need to restrain expenditure goes up and down with the (increas-

ingly international) economic cycle and also according to the strength or weakness of the
particular economy. The Norwegians, for example, with a small population and a huge
revenue from offshore oil and gas, have experienced less budgetary pressure than any of
the twelve countries covered by this book (although at the time of writing a fall in world oil
prices is negatively affecting their public finances—another example of the influence of
global economic forces (box B in Figure 2.1) on public management reform). The second
pressure has been that for performance improvement within the public sector—for types
of budgeting and financial management which will stimulate greater efficiency or effect-
iveness, or higher quality, or some mixture of the three.
Taken together, these pressures have led to what in effect has been an expansion in the

scope or purpose of budgeting. Instead of the former situation, in which budgets were

Table 4.1 Aspects of trajectories: context (what) and process (how)

Starting position: alpha What trajectory: scope and components End position: omega

Finance: budget, accounts, audits

Personnel: recruitment, posting, remuneration, security of
employment, etc.

Organization: specialization, coordination, scale, (de)centralization

Performance measurement systems: content, organization, use

How trajectory: process of implementation

Top-down vs bottom-up

Legal dimensions

Task allocation: (new) organizations
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mainly a process by which annual financial allocations were incrementally adjusted,
legalized, and made accountable to legislatures, budgeting has become more intimately
linked with other processes—planning, operational management, and performance meas-
urement. Since the global economic crisis, budgeteers must also have an eye on how their
figures will look to the international credit-rating agencies such as Standard and Poor’s or
Moody’s. Greater integration of these different systems and purposes has been a stated
objective in many countries (OECD, 2009a). Long ago Caiden (1988) described this
broadening and complexifying of the budget agenda as the emergence of ‘super-
budgeting’. Later, the OECD observed that ‘[s]ince the early 1990s almost all OECD
member countries have been working to improve the quality of their public expenditure
by implementing a focus on results to their management and budgeting systems’ (OECD,
2002, p. 2). In parallel, financial management, which often used to be the preserve of
financial management specialists, has now become an element in the training and pro-
fessional socialization of many, if not most, middle managers and professionals. All of this
can be seen as a shift towards a New Public Management (NPM) model, where the
emphasis is on results and efficiency, and budgeting becomes the business of many
managers, not just specialist finance officers.

The reforms which have served the savings objective have not always fitted well with the
reforms that would be required to encourage performance improvement. For example, the first
reaction of some governments to expenditure pressures was to ‘cheese-slice’, that is, to
strengthen the hand of central financeministries to cut back programmes from the top down.

The depth and incidence of the cuts depended on the political opportunities (some targets
are politically ‘harder’ than others—e.g. it may be easier to cut new weapons systems or
future infrastructural investments than to cut pensions) and on the severity of the macro-
economic position (e.g. New Zealand in 1984 and Finland in 1992 were in more severe
circumstances than either country was in 1998). In general, however, this kind of approach
sits uneasily with performance improvement. This is because opportunistic reductions gen-
erate a highly unpredictable and negative environment for operational managers, in which
they may suddenly find they have lost part of their budget for no good performance-related
reason. Managers may come to see themselves as the victims of particularistic interventions
from seemingly all-powerful central finance departments. On the other hand, across-the-
board percentage cuts (e.g. everyone loses 3 per cent) can be delegated to managers to make
final decisions, thus ‘distancing’ the actual selection of cuts from executive politicians and
leaving them in the hands of those people who presumably know more about the actual
practical details of the programmes than anyone else (Pollitt, 2010a). In the 1980s and 1990s,
for example, UK health authorities were subject to annual ‘efficiency savings’ of a fixed
percentage, but were left to themselves to decide how these should be achieved.

A second route to savings is perhaps more compatible with performance improvement.
It is to adopt or increase the use of frame or block budgeting, as was done by a number
of countries, including Finland, Sweden, the USA, Belgium, and Italy. Here the central
ministry sets and polices broad ceilings (frames) within which delegates have responsibil-
ity for allocation to particular services, programmes, or projects to local politicians and/
or managers. In Finland, for example, the introduction of frame budgeting in 1994
meant a change from a system in which central agencies had been heavily involved in
regulating and controlling individual local services to a new relationship in which central
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government fixed a formula-determined total for each municipality and left local polit-
icians to decide how to distribute that total between the various activities (see Finland
country file, Appendix B). This approach does permit the local determination of priorities.
However, as many commentators have pointed out, it also neatly delegates the unpopular
business of making painful choices between competing priorities—in Italy, for example,
the process of decentralization has been accompanied by vocal concerns from the prov-
inces and regions that they are being delegated new tasks from the centre without
adequate resources to carry them out (‘unfunded mandates’ has long also been a regular
complaint from the states in the US federal system, where subnational governments are
responsible for delivering many of the federal government’s programmes). Frame budget-
ing also required some redesign of budgetary procedures, in that there needed to be clear
and separate phases to the budgetary discussion—first, the determination of aggregate
financial frames (and therefore a debate about what the most appropriate formulae should
be) and then, second, a detailed local discussion of what allocations there should be to
specific programmes (and how the performance of those programmes should be meas-
ured). In a study of budgetary behaviour in Australia, Canada, Germany, Japan, Mexico,
and the UK, the US General Accounting Office concluded: ‘[A]ll six governments departed
from previous budgeting approaches and imposed “top down” overall limits on govern-
ment spending . . . Despite . . . variation, each represented a multi-year approach that
sought to reduce overall real spending’ (General Accounting Office, 1994, p. 6). A later
study of Australia, Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden, the UK, and
the USA concluded that central budget agencies ‘have essentially attempted to force the
various policy actors to operate within control frameworks with longer horizons, rather
than the more immediate, one-off deals and bilateral arrangements of past eras of public
budgeting’ (Wanna et al., 2003, p. 259).
A third approach is to make cuts strategically—for executive politicians to say, in effect,

‘Programmes A and B are our top priorities, so cuts must fall on C and D’. There are not
many examples of this being successfully accomplished (Pollitt, 2010a), but the Canadian
Program Review of 1994 is often advanced as one good case (see Canada country file,
Appendix B). Another case was the decision of the UK coalition government of 2010–15 to
protect NHS expenditure while most other programmes were being cut in the aftermath of
the global economic crisis. Unfortunately this did not prevent a string of budgetary crises
among health authorities, and a lot of adverse publicity for the government. One reason
for this was that, while the NHS budget was ring-fenced in real terms, demands on the NHS
were growing all the time. The growth of the elderly population, cuts in social services, and
the introduction of new medical technologies all contributed to this situation of a pro-
tected but static budget facing increasing demand.
Turning to those aspects of financial management reform which are more related to

performance rather than savings, one finds three broad categories of performance budget-
ing systems (OECD, 2013, p. 94):

i) presentational performance budgeting whereby performance information is produced and shown
alongside funding allocations, but not necessarily utilized to make spending decisions; ii) perform-
ance informed budgeting where such information explicitly influences the allocation of resources;
and iii) direct performance budgeting (formula based budgeting) in which funding is strictly linked
to outputs and outcomes.
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These three broad categories may turn into three consecutive steps or partial trajectories.
A first step is sometimes simply to publish some performance information alongside the
annual budget documents (though it may be difficult to relate specific ‘performances’ to
specific financial allocations). A second step is to begin to change the format and contents
of the budget itself, typically by moving away from line-item budgeting towards some
more performance-sensitive type of categorization, or by trying to link up budgeting with
new processes of strategic planning. A third and more ambitious step is to change the
procedure of budgeting itself, for example by altering the incentives to key budget actors
or by fundamentally changing the structure or timing of the budget discussion, or even by
attempting to alter the role of the legislature in the budget process (Pollitt, 2001).

Figure 4.2 represents the OECD’s view of how far each central government has got in
developing performance budgeting. It shows a considerable range, from extensive use
in Canada, the Netherlands, Sweden, New Zealand, and Finland to much more limited
use in Italy, Belgium, and Germany. (We might add that the European Commission had
introduced a rather elaborate ‘Activity-Based Budgeting’ system—see Appendix B. It is
debatable, however, whether this could be regarded as true performance budgeting.) This
reinforces the overall picture that is already beginning to emerge—that some countries
(e.g. Australia, the Netherlands, and the UK) have pushed faster and further with modern-
ization than others (Belgium, Germany, Italy). The former group include (but are not
confined to) the strongly pro-NPM states, and the latter group include some of the more
Neo-Weberian State (NWS)-oriented states.

Yet some of the details do not quite fit this rather-too-simple ‘big picture’. Australia, for
example, appears halfway across the chart, despite being a trailblazer in financial manage-
ment reform. And some NWS-oriented states, e.g. France, appear much higher up than
others—if there is a pattern, it is a ragged one, with much variation. But before we
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overinterpret this chart, we should note that the OECD itself acknowledges that this
diagram portrays the degree to which the OECD countries have put a performance
budgeting system in place, not how successfully these systems operate in practice. As we
noted in Chapter 1, there can be a big gap between a formal decision to ‘have’ a particular
reform (performance budgeting, freedom of information) and the day-to-day practice of
government agencies. Furthermore, as the OECD explains, the index of use shown here
was put together on the basis of a survey of central budget officials (where 0 = no use of
performance budgeting and 1.0 = the existence of a comprehensive performance budget-
ing system). Yet central budget officials are hardly a neutral audience for these questions.
They are by the very nature of their jobs heavily involved in budget reform, and may well
have opinions as to what the ‘right answer’ to questions put to them should be. Even if
they answer in a totally impartial, clinical way, they may simply not know what actually
goes on inside all the line departments and agencies when they compose their budget bids
(it is not in the least unusual—or surprising—to find senior officials in the core executive
who are not fully aware of actual practices in the ministries and agencies). We are perhaps
rather labouring all these qualifications, but for good reason. Similar caveats will apply to
many if not most of the data exhibited in this chapter (and equally to some of the results
data introduced in Chapter 5). The plain fact is that doing good international comparisons
is complex and difficult work (Pollitt, 2011). Public management scholars always need to
be cautious when confronting apparently clear and decisive tables showing that country
X ‘scores’ 0.7 and country Y only 0.4.
Canada provides a good illustration of the aforesaid difficulty of ‘reading’ budget

reforms. In the early 1980s the federal government introduced a range of budget-
modernizing measures—a Policy and Expenditure Management System (PEMS), a Multi-
Year Operational Plan, and anOperational Framework Plan. On paper this system sounded
highly rational. In practice, however, under the Mulroney administrations from 1983, the
PEMS system singularly failed to persuade or enable ministers to achieve their expenditure
targets. It was partially replaced in 1989 and then in 1995 completely superseded by a new
Expenditure Management System (EMS). EMS managed to deliver the first balanced
budget for more than a decade, but even then the relationship between budget allocations
and performance was debatable. Indeed, this is far from being just a technical issue.
A decade later, after a series of scandals, the Canadians adopted a Federal Accountability
Act (2006—see Canada country file, Appendix B). This established a parliamentary budget
office, extended the authority of the Auditor General, and introduced a four-year cycle of
departmental spending reviews, accompanied by systematic evaluation.
Over almost half a century many countries have experienced considerable and persist-

ent difficulties in trying to establish close links between the performance of programmes
and their budget allocations (General Accounting Office, 1997; Pollitt, 2001). There is no
particular reason to believe that the latest generation of budget reforms will enjoy more
than marginally greater success than previous efforts. What is impressive, however, is the
persistence of belief in performance budgeting, which, since the global economic crisis, has
still enthused major reforms in countries such as Austria and France. There may well be a
learning process here—new adopters study existing systems in other countries—and even
marginal strengthening of the links between resource allocation and evidence of pro-
gramme success is worth having.

TRAJECTORIES OF MODERNIZATION AND REFORM 81



This leads directly to a more general point. Budgeting is an intensely political process,
and actual behaviours can be very difficult to change—even when formal procedures are
modified. Even when budgetary reform is implemented successfully, it may take years for
all the various organizations concerned to become comfortable with and fully practice the
new procedures.

Bearing these caveats in mind, one can discern a broad pattern in budget reform. Since
1980, major changes to enhance the performance focus of budgeting have been imple-
mented in the majority of our twelve countries (see, e.g., Wanna et al., 2003), and some
modest moves in that direction have taken place even in the more reluctant countries,
such as Belgium and Germany. Thus, for example, the Dutch and US governments have
taken steps to change the format of budget documents, and to display much more
performance information (either in the basic budget document or alongside it) than
would have been usual twenty, or even ten, years ago. In 2001 the French government
made a major shift to programme budgeting, which one book described as ‘une véritable
réforme de l’État’ (see LOLF, in the France country file, Appendix B). However, this still left
the French some way short of the intensity of performance linkage which had been
achieved in New Zealand nearly a decade earlier (Trosa, 2002—the quotation comes
from the back cover). One way to categorize the modernization of budgeting is to break
it down into a number of steps (whereas the OECD index of performance budgeting
aggregates these different steps into a single index). One begins with a traditional
budget—line item and cash-based. The first step is simply to add on some performance
information to this budget, without changing the basics. All our countries have done this—
to some degree at least. The second step is to change the format of the budget, e.g. by
aggregating line items into programmes, or by formally attaching performance information
to most or all of the line items. This can tell you how much it costs to maintain a military
presence in Afghanistan rather than just knowing from a line-item budget how much was
spent on boots, ammunition, fuel, etc. The third step is to alter the timing and sequence of
the budget procedures, so as to try to ensure that the new information in the budget
gets properly considered (e.g. by introducing a preliminary, more ‘strategic’, or ‘whole-of-
government’ stage to the discussion before the debate moves on to which department
or programme gets what). A fourth step is to alter the very basis of the budget by shifting
from a cash base to accruals (as discussed in more detail in Section 4.5). We can say that a
number of our countries have elements of that fourth stage—Australia, Canada, Finland, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden, and the UK. Thus the fit with our models—NPM and
NWS—is not at all a neat one. It should be remembered that budgetary reform can appear
within both an NPM- and a NWS-inspired approach. For NPM enthusiasts it is about
performance, results, and efficiency. For NWS advocates it is more about modernizing
financial control systems so as to be able to express broad political and strategic priorities
more clearly in resource allocation. The two aims can coexist, with varying priorities.

Also, just making a budget is not the same as implementing it. Thus, alongside the
reforms in budget preparation, many countries have witnessed parallel attempts by central
budget agencies to increase both the frequency and the precision of monitoring. Wanna
et al. (2003, pp. 261–2) found that in Australia, New Zealand, the Netherlands, Sweden,
and the UK ‘ministries and agencies have become obliged to report and explain any
deviation from their appropriated funds continually to the [central budget agency]’.
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Performance budgeting is one way of trying to achieve more active monitoring. National
frameworks which attempt to sort budget items into a simpler, more policy- or
programme-related order have multiplied. The Dutch VBTB (Van Beleidsbegroting tot
Beleidsverantwoording, ‘from a policy budget to an accountable budget’) reduced 800 line
items to about 150 policy categories, asking ‘What do we want to achieve?’, ‘What steps
shall we take to achieve it?’, and ‘What will it cost?’ (Van Nispen and Posseth, 2006).
Canada developed a Management Accountability Framework (MAF—McCormack, 2007).
Australia had an Outcome Framework (Hawke, 2007, Blöndal et al., 2008). Sweden intro-
duced a common activities structure with forty-eight policy categories (Küchen and Nord-
man, 2008). The UK had a system called FABRIC, a performance information architecture
which was linked to the Public Service Agreements.
The broader debate about transparency (see Section 4.8) has left its mark on budgets.

Making budgets more transparent implies that budgeting becomes less exclusively a
technical operation within the executive government and more a communication with
the legislature and civil society (and the International Monetary Fund, the European
Central Bank, and the credit-rating agencies). Some of the performance budgeting reforms
mentioned here were supposed to make the purposes of expenditure much clearer,
although the reactions of parliamentarians to these reforms have by no means always
been enthusiastic. An international survey suggested that some of the countries we have
studied are among those with themost ‘open’ budgets—France, New Zealand, the UK, and
the USA (Carlitz et al., 2008).
If we now move from budgetary reform per se to the (closely related) modernization of

accounting systems, we find a roughly similar pattern of country trajectories (Table 4.2).
Again, Australia, New Zealand, and the UK are among the countries which appear to have
made the earliest and most far-reaching changes, with Finland, Sweden, and the USA
having moved, but not quite so far; the least change is apparent in Belgium, Germany,
Italy, and the EU Commission. This is the pattern which seems to appear if one defines
three broad positions, beginning with a traditional, cash-based accounting system, then a
shift to double-entry book-keeping, possibly with elements of cost analysis, modified cash,
or modified accrual, and finally the development of full accrual accounts with a focus on
providing performance-related information. Only four OECD countries run both full
accrual accounting and full accrual budgeting systems: Australia, New Zealand, the UK,
and more recently Switzerland. Other countries have adopted accruals only for certain
transactions. Thus different countries apply accrual principles to budgets differently
(Brusca et.al., 2015, p. 236). Internationally, budget and management reforms have
increasingly converged within a variety of shared performance architectures.
This is not the place for a full exposition of the different bases for keeping public

accounts. There is space only to point to the very basics of our threefold classification. In
pure cash accounting, a public sector entity is given a budget, calculated in cash terms, and
proceeds to spend the money, keeping records of each cash disbursement (and incoming
payment) so as to ensure neither an overspend (which may actually be illegal) or an
underspend (which is likely to act as an invitation to the political level to arrive at the
conclusion that not so muchmoney is needed, and that the budget can therefore be cut in
the following year). In the EU Commission, for example, an elaborate cash system used to
operate into the twenty-first century in which each piece of expenditure had to be
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approved by three separate officials: first as legal, second as in accordance with the
programme, and third as affordable (there is sufficient cash to pay for it). A problem
with this type of system is that, by itself, it gives few incentives for efficiency, or even
economy. The name of the game easily becomes that of simply spending the money
allocated within the financial year. EU officials, for example, seemed to worry about
‘absorption’ (i.e. their ability to spend all the money allocated) at least as much as they
did about efficiency and effectiveness of expenditure. Even after the reforms of 2001–2,
the EU budgetary system contains few incentives to ‘save’. The money in the budget is
there, it cannot be saved or switched for use elsewhere, and therefore it has to be spent.

The shift to double-entry book-keeping marks a significant change from this position. It
brings public accounts closer to the private sector model. Every transaction is entered on
the accounts twice—once as a credit and once as a debit. If wages are paid, for example, the
sum involved can be shown as a credit to the organization’s central cash account and,
simultaneously, a debit to the wages account. This approach is founded on the perspective
that the organization is a separate business, in which its total assets must, by definition,
remain equal to its capital plus its liabilities. It can be used to raise consciousness of a wider
range of management issues than is usually provoked by cash-based accounting. In
particular, if double-entry book-keeping includes capital assets (land, buildings), it can
stimulate managers to make more efficient use of these resources, rather than treating
them as a ‘free good’, as often occurs in cash-based systems. On the other hand, much
depends on the organizational level at which the books are balanced, and on the extent to
which links to performance are made explicit. If double-entry systems are confined to a
high level, and accounting itself is performed as a very centralized function, far from ‘street
level’ management, then the impact on most managers may be limited.

Table 4.2 Accounting trajectories

Full cash basis
Combination of cash and
accrual basis Full accrual basis (*)

Australia X

Belgium X

Canada X

Finland X

France X

Germany X

Netherlands X

New Zealand X

Sweden X

United Kingdom X

United States X

Source: Selected from Khan and Mayes, 2009, p.2. Note that these data were originally drawn from the OECD/
World Bank Budget Practices and Procedures Database, and that data for Italy are apparently missing

(*) Full accrual basis means financial statements are prepared on the basis of accrual-based national or inter-
national accounting standards, also sometimes referred to as generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)
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Our third stage, accruals accounting, brings the public sector onto as near as possible a
comparative basis to the private sector. It means that government organizations report
commitments when they are incurred (rather than when the cash is actually disbursed),
allow for the valuation and depreciation of all capital assets, and present annual ‘balance
sheet’ financial statements (Khan and Mayes, 2009). When coupled with a system of
decentralized financial management, it can form the basis for a close link between resource
allocation and performance management at the level of individual agencies and pro-
grammes. The significance of these shifts in accounting practices for management is
considerable. So long as a cash-based system prevails, without double-entry book-keeping
or accruals accounting, it is hard to make either global or specific links between expend-
iture and cost, and between cost and performance. Managers are not faced with the full
costs of their use of assets, and performancemeasurement, if it exists, tends to be a separate
system from financial management. On the other hand, the application of accruals
systems is not equally straightforward for all different types of service and circumstance,
and reform can create perverse incentives as well as advantages (Pollitt, 2000b; Straw,
1998; Newberry and Pallot, 2006). It can also be less immediately understandable than
cash accounts for lay persons—including citizens and members of parliament. In both
New Zealand and Sweden there was evidence that expenditure figures on the new accruals
accounting basis caused misunderstandings among parliamentarians.
When reform takes place, it has frequently been a step-by-step process, moving from

pilot projects to larger scale rollouts, or from one part of the public sector to others (which
means that distortions can arise during the sometimes long transitional periods when one
part of the public sector is operating according to one set of accounting principles and
another is following a different set). For example, in the UK, accruals accounting was
introduced in the NHS before it was adopted by central government, and in the Nether-
lands double-entry book-keeping was required for some agencies but not for their parent
ministries. Furthermore, our three broad ‘stages’ of accountancy are inevitably a somewhat
overly neat classification of detailed practice. In the real world, governments blur these
categories considerably by adding performance elements to basically cash-based systems,
or by introducing partial accruals accounting with lots of exceptions and special features
(see H.M. Treasury, 1998, pp. 132–54).
A recent trend in public sector accounting has been the interest inWhole of Government

Accounting (WGA—see Grossi and Newberry, 2009). This parallels the interest in ‘joined-up
government’/‘integrated public governance’ that we will deal with in Section 4.6 on organ-
izational changes. Like joined-up government, it seeks the big picture, to bring all the various
public sector actors within one framework. It has an obvious logic: to hold a government to
account one needs to see thewhole of what is going on—not just departmental expenditures
but also agency expenditures as well as previously ‘off books’ expenditures and liabilities
such as those located in public–private partnerships (PPPs). All these should be brought
together in a single account. It is a logic which seems all the more forceful in those countries
where the public services have been fragmented into many organizations, and where much
has been contracted out or ‘partnerized’ (again, see Section 4.6). One can see in it some trace
of NewPublic Governance (NPG) ideas—that we need to see the big picture, including all the
different actors, both public and private, that may contribute to the delivery of a policy. The
OECD database, Government at a glance, explicitly refers to the need for a broader concept of
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governance (OECD, 2009a). Yet there are also echoes of NPM—perhaps a kind of Mark 2
NPM, where the fragmentation of Mark 1 is overcome by fitting all agencies into one set of
accounts, so that the government can have one financial picture even if there continue to be
autonomous management and specialization in operational matters. WGA could even be
said to be compatible with NWS ideas, in that NWS reasserts the unity of the state, and the
need for modern methods of coordinating public actions.

There is often ambiguity about how far theWGA envelope is supposed to spread (is it all
central government, or central and local, or all bodies that spend public money and own
public assets?). The wider, more ambitious definitions of WGA imply a challenging degree
of centralization in accounting practice, and do not seem to have been fully implemented
anywhere. In analysing the European scene, Brusca et.al. (2015) conclude that ‘only in
four countries, namely Finland, Italy, Portugal and Spain (with the exception of some
regional governments), vertical accounting harmonization exists’—and even this may be a
somewhat optimistic reading of actual practice (Brusca et.al., 2015, p. 237).

Furthermore it does not seem to be clear what the balance is between objectives of
macroeconomic steering and microeconomic management (Grossi and Newberry, 2009).
Finally, neither is it clear who is demanding WGA—who will really use it, and for what?
Despite these questions, WGA projects are going forward in several countries, albeit often
with delays and setbacks. The biggest efforts seem to be being made by the core NPM
states—Australia, New Zealand, and the UK. Developments in continental Europe are
more limited and cautious, and are less firmly wedded to business models.

Completing the financial circle, we now turn briefly to reforms in public sector
auditing. Again, we distinguish three stages (and again, these should be regarded as no
more than rough approximations to the complexities of detailed practice within each
country and sector). The first stage is that of traditional financial and compliance auditing.
Here the basic concern of the auditor is with legality and procedural correctness. Has
the money been spent on duly approved objects, through the correct procedures? Is
there evidence of unauthorized expenditure or corruption? The second stage is to add
investigations of some performance issues but still staying close to financial issues. For
example, auditors may be empowered to search for waste—items which have been
purchased at unnecessary expense, or items which have been perfectly legally pur-
chased but which are not being used very much (the school purchases a computer but
teachers don’t use it, so it sits in the storeroom). Another extension of traditional audit
is to extend it into a deeper questioning of data quality (‘validation’). The figures
presented to Parliament or the Audit Office may add up, but how reliable are they?
Have all transactions been recorded, and recorded accurately? This is, in effect, an audit
of the performance of the organization’s internal auditing system. The third stage is the
development of full-blown performance auditing as a distinct activity, often with a separate
unit or section of the National Audit Office to develop performance auditing expertise.
Full-blown performance auditing may still be concerned with financial issues (economy
and efficiency) but it may also look at non-financial performance, e.g. are visitors satisfied
with the national museums, does the national weather bureau forecast the weather accur-
ately? The development of performance auditing over the last quarter-century has been
considerable, but it has been taken much further in some countries than others (Lonsdale
et al. 2011; Pollitt et al., 1999).

86 TRAJECTORIES OF MODERNIZATION AND REFORM



Performance auditing now exists in most of our twelve countries, but it is carried out
on a larger scale and in a more ambitious way in some than in others (OECD, 2005b,
p. 95). Australia, Canada, Finland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden, the UK, and
the USA are the countries where it is furthest developed. In some of these—especially
Sweden, the UK, and the USA—the Supreme Audit Institutions have examined the scope
for borrowing techniques and concepts from evaluation, but have not created separate
units to carry out evaluations per se. Elsewhere, however, the place of the performance
audit is not so developed or clear-cut. In France there is no doubt that the magistrates of
the Cour des Comptes can and often do analyse performance aspects, but the perform-
ance audit function has been separated from more traditional, compliance-oriented
forms of audit only slowly and partly, and the general culture is still highly legalistic.
In Germany the main emphasis of the Bundesrechnungshof has been on compliance and
financial auditing, though some performance elements are also covered. The European
Court of Auditors has a definite capacity for performance audit but, in practice, seems to
find most of its staff resources drawn into the identification of fraud and the provision,
since 1994, of an annual statement of assurance (DAS) to the European Parliament
(Pollitt et al., 1999).
Thus far the discussion of audit has been exclusively in terms of external audit by

independent audit offices. In practice the work of external audit organizations is made
either much easier or much more time-consuming and difficult according to the state
of sophistication of internal audit within public sector organizations. In short, reform of
auditing usually entails more than just remandating, retraining, and reskilling the
national audit offices. It also requires matching changes in internal audit services.
We are not aware of substantial comparative research in this area, but in general
internal audit and control practices seem to have developed considerably since the
mid-1990s (OECD, 2005b, pp. 90–3). For example, the crisis that led to the fall of the
Santer Commission in 1999 helped to ensure that the introduction of an internal audit
service would be a high priority for the next leaders of the Commission (European
Commission, 2000a). Similarly, in Belgium the Copernicus reform announced in 2000
that henceforth each federal ministry would have an internal audit service. Internal
audit has become one of the boom professions within the public sector (Put and
Bouckaert, 2011).

4.5 Trajectories in personnel/human resource
management

[T]he often prevailing perception that civil services are reform resistant is clearly wrong.

(Demmke and Moilanen, 2010, p. 4)

4.5.1 The volume and direction of reform

Different countries entered the 1980s with contrasting legal and cultural assumptions
about the nature of public service (even the words are treacherous here—‘public service’

TRAJECTORIES OF MODERNIZATION AND REFORM 87



already suggests an Anglo-American-Australasian perspective, by contrast to continental
countries in the Rechtsstaat tradition, which might rather regard civil servants as ‘state
officials’, or some such term). Yet despite differences of ‘starting line’ most countries
suffered similar pressures, and were obliged to find some response. Certainly there has
been no shortage of activity (the following list is selective, not comprehensive):

• Australia: 1983 Amendment of the Public Service Act; 1987, 1993, 1995 Guidelines on
Official Conduct of Commonwealth Public Servants; 1990 Guidelines on Appraisal of
Performance of Senior Executive Service; 1999 Public Service Act; 2008–10 various
measures on integrity and transparency.

• Belgium: 1994 new civil service statute; 1997 introduction of a personnel appraisal
system; 2000Copernicus reformplan, includingmanyaspects of personnelmanagement.

• Canada: 1989 new Personnel Management Manual; Public Service 2000 initiative; Public
Service white paper; 1992 Public Service Reform Act; 2008 changes in how the federal
government hires and trains staff, 2009 Public Sector Equitable Compensation Act.

• European Commission: 1997 Modernization of Administrative and Personnel 2000
programme; 2003 creation of European Personnel Selection Office, and major reform
of recruitment system.

• Finland: 1994 State Civil Servants Act; 2005 pensions for state employees brought closer
to system for private sector pensions.

• France: 1989 Prime Ministerial circular on public service renewal included some person-
nel reforms; in the mid-1990s proposed personnel reforms helped provoke extensive
public sector strikes; in 2007 the new president, Sarkozy, launched a series of reforms
designed to ensure, inter alia, that only 50 per cent of those civil servants who were
retiring would be replaced; 2010 Pension Reform Act; 2014 Gender Equality Act.

• Germany: 1989 law amending working provisions for civil servants; 1994 Public Service
Reform Act; 1996 amendments to the law relating to federal civil servants.

• Italy: reforms of public employment law in 1993 and 1997; 1998 decree allows political
bodies to make top official appointments; 2009 tightening of rules to enforce annual
performance rankings.

• Netherlands: 1993 delegation of detailed negotiations on labour conditions from Min-
istry of Home Affairs to eight sectors (state, judiciary, municipalities, etc.); 1998 exten-
sion of Senior Public Service terms to all 1,500 top management positions.

• New Zealand: 1988 State Sector Act; 1991 Employment Contracts Act; by 2005 93 per
cent of staff were on open-term contracts (OECD, 2005b, p. 172).

• Sweden: 1990 modification of Public Employment Act; lifelong employment has been
replaced by employment on permanent contract for more than 75 per cent of govern-
ment staff (OECD, 2005b, p. 172); 1991 public sector pensions made more like private
sector pensions.

• UK: 1992 Civil Service (Management Functions) Act; 1993 Civil Service Management
Code; white papers The civil service: continuity and change (1994) and The civil service:
taking forward continuity and change (1995).
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• USA: 1978 Civil Service Reform Act (including creation of a Senior Executive Service);
1994 Federal Personnel Manual abandoned (with ceremonial burning of a copy on the
White House lawn, as part of the National Performance Review (NPR)); 1994 Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act; after 2001 President George W. Bush introduced new,
more private sector forms of employment for staff in the Departments of Homeland
Security and Defense.

Theglobal economic crisis of 2008ushered inhard times formanycivil servants inmany states
(Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015). Salaries were frozen or cut in most of our twelve countries,
numbers were drastically reduced in several, and pension rights were reduced in various ways
(higher retiring age, less generous pensions for those who were not yet near retirement).
Most of the listed measures were characterized by the same broad orientation (Farnham

et al., 1996; Balk, 1996; Horton et al., 2002; Hondeghem and Nelen, 2002). Politicians
wanted civil services which were more flexible and responsive, more focused on getting
results, more skilful, and if possible less numerous (and therefore less expensive in total).
After the global economic crisis the downward pressure on numbers became acute. Civil
servants, while not averse to some of these demands, also sought to retain existing
privileges and protections. They obviously did not want drastic downsizings with com-
pulsory redundancies, and neither did they want salary freezes or other arrangements
which would further erode their material rewards in comparison with the private sector. In
some places (France, the EU Commission) they had strongly entrenched unions and
fought long and hard to stave off erosions of their basic conditions of service (Howard,
1998). Nevertheless, in the crisis atmosphere of 2008–10 many protections and privileges
were scaled back—even in the European Commission. Occasionally, constitutional pro-
tections were so formidable that it was almost impossible for governments to effect radical
change (as for German federal civil servants). In other cases resistance was either less well
organized or less embedded in legal rights, and fundamental changes were driven through.
For example, security of tenure was significantly reduced in Australia, New Zealand, and
the UK. Substantial downsizings were carried through in Australia, France, Finland, New
Zealand, the UK, and the USA (though one has to be careful in interpreting the statistics
because in some cases staff were transferred to other parts of the public sector). Personnel
changes seldom came first on the reform agenda. It was much more common for them to
follow—sometimes at a considerable distance—innovations in financial management,
organizational structures, and management techniques. In this respect Australia was not
unusual (at least not for the Anglo-Saxon countries):

Financial management dominated the reform programme of the 1980s. In the latter half of the
decade, the limitations of this emphasis were increasingly acknowledged and pressures to broaden
the directions being taken and to reduce the subservience of management processes to financial
questions. Other forms of management were increasingly being advocated, human resource man-
agement assuming a prominence from the end of the 1980s. (Halligan, 1996b, pp. 102–3)

However, this positioning of human resource management (HRM) reform as ‘last in the
line’ certainly changed with the global economic crisis, when HRM reform itself became a
way of achieving desperately needed economies. ‘From 2008 to 2013, significant down-
sizing trends took place in the central government employment of many OECD countries’
(OECD, 2015, p. 110).
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As far as the member states of the European Union are concerned, a recent comparative
analysis suggested that there had been a number of fairly widespread trajectories (Demmke
and Moilanen, 2010, pp. 3–4):

• a transition from centralized to decentralized determination of employment conditions;

• a shift from statutory to contractual or managerial governance;

• a development from career systems to post-bureaucratic (position systems);

• a delegation of responsibilities to managers;

• an alignment of pay levels with private sector practices;

• a change of special retirement schemes.

In this respect, therefore, there does seem to be a degree of convergence. It should not,
however, be exaggerated. As we know from Chapter 3, different countries started from
very different positions. As with budgetary reforms, some have moved further and faster
than others, and the gap between the formal system and the way operational decisions are
made in practice may in some cases be rather large (OECD, 2015, pp, 108–11). Demmke
and Moilanen themselves, having identified these widespread and important trends,
nevertheless arrive at the conclusion that ‘the emergence of a new European-wide
organizational model in the national civil services cannot be identified’ (2010, p. 95).
It is perhaps easiest to understand these trajectories of change in respect of a ‘base case’.

This base case is very general, and applies to both the Rechtsstaat and the public interest
countries (Section 3.6). In it a typical civil servant is assumed to be:

• a tenured, career appointment—not dependent on the whims of transient politicians or
on a civil service superior (although dismissable, with difficulty, in cases of extreme
dereliction of duty or of criminal actions);

• promoted principally in relation to qualifications and seniority;

• part of a unified civil service, within a distinct and particular national framework of
terms and conditions (including national pay scales).

These are all features which made being a civil servant different from most private sector
jobs (and increasingly different during the 1970s and 1980s, as the nature of private sector
employment itself began to be more precarious). They are also features which, at least in
the core NPM countries, came to be seen as inhibiting the greater responsiveness and
efficiency which it had become fashionable for politicians and public alike to demand. In
Australia the public service commissioner, explaining the main thrust of the 1999 Public
Service Act, said:

As public servants we need to walk the same fields and gaze the same blue skies that inspire
innovation in the private sector. Central to that is the need to bring our employment arrangements
more into line with the wider Australian community. Does anyone really believe that, protected by
a monopoly status and inadequate scrutiny, we can defend an approach to management that we
now know is at least twice as expensive as best practice? (Shergold, 1997, p. 33)

Note the elements in this quotation—the setting up of the private sector as the standard
to be attained, the emphasis on cost saving, and the suggestion that the public service is
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overprotected and ‘feather-bedded’. One should beware accepting all this at face value. For
example, it is easy to exaggerate the prevalence and influence of the three distinctive
features mentioned (e.g. many categories of civil servant in the UK never had particularly
strong tenure, low pay was common, and there had long been many non-career and part-
time appointments, especially in the clerical grades). Studies which do show high average
pay in some parts of the public sector often overlook the fact that those staff are, on
average, significantly more highly qualified than the private sector comparison group.
Nevertheless, the popular stereotype of a tea-drinking, not very efficient, yet secure and
well-pensioned civil servant was never far from media reporting and political character-
ization, especially by neo-conservatives. In the UK and the USA this trend has been
amplified by the global economic crisis, to the point where it seems that the hunt is on
for any public servant paid more than a modest amount. Even in France, a country with a
proud tradition of a powerful and talented civil service, there was a period when ‘[F]rom a
model of social success, the civil servant became an awful figure, the pure representation of
waste and incompetence’ (Rouban, 1997, p. 150). In the Netherlands, generally a more
consensual and incremental politico-administrative system than Australia or New Zea-
land, the early 1990s saw steps being taken to ‘normalize’ the status of government
employees, and in 1992 it was agreed that the general pension fund for public employees
would be privatized. In Italy a 1993 reform contractualized the basis of most civil servants’
employment, and as a result these staff were subsequently governed mainly by private
labour laws (Demmke and Moilanen, 2010, p. 74). Even in Belgium steps were taken to
lessen the differences between public sector and private sector employment (Brans and
Hondeghem, 1999; Hondeghem, 2000; Hondeghem and Vandermeulen, 2000). In the
European Commission the reforms at the beginning of the twenty-first century saw the
introduction of regular individual appraisals, and of large-scale management training.
Furthermore, the Commission’s recruitment system was fundamentally overhauled, and
replaced with one that includes assessment centres and competency tests for the most
promising candidates (Ban, 2010a).
The three indicated characteristics therefore became easy foci for reform. We will now

look at each of the three features in turn.

4.5.2 A tenured career

The directions of change here were to make careers less secure, and to encourage larger
inflows and outflows of staff so that a smaller and smaller proportion of civil servants were
‘lifers’ and a larger and larger proportion had experience of other ways of doing things.
A typical development in NPM countries was the appointment of top officials (especially
agency chief executives, but also, in some cases, the heads of ministries) on two-, three-, or
five-year performance-related contracts. In New Zealand all members of the Senior Execu-
tive Service (see Section 4.5.3) had to reapply for their own jobs after five years, except for
the heads of ministries (called chief executives), who enjoyed a provision which permitted
their contracts to be extended (Boston et al., 1996, pp. 117–20).

Elsewhere there has been less change. In Belgium, Canada, Finland, France, Germany,
and Sweden most top civil servants are career ‘mandarins’ with long experience and well-
established personal networks (see, e.g., Bourgault and Carroll, 1997). France is perhaps
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rather different from the other countries in this group, to the extent that the members of
the grands corps frequently move in and out of jobs in the business world, and therefore
could not be accused of being monkishly bureaucratic. Indeed, one problem is that, with
falling civil service prestige, increasing numbers of these mandarins have been leaving for
the better-paid positions in the private sector (Rouban, 1997, p. 147). In the European
Commission the permanent A-grades continue to enjoy great security of tenure, although
since the Kinnock reforms their performance has now come under more systematic formal
appraisal than in the past (see European Commission file, Appendix B). The USA is
different again: here members of the Senior Executive Service have tended to be narrowly
specialist and, in any case, are obliged to work within a system where so many of their
colleagues are short-term political appointees (Kettl et al., 1996, p. 56; on the ‘spoils
system’, see the USA country file, Appendix B).

4.5.3 Promotion by seniority and qualifications

Here the shift was to link promotion more to results and responsiveness, often by
embodying the required results in an annual agreement or quasi-contract containing
specified individual targets and priorities. Usually the change was only partial—seniority
and qualifications were still elements in the overall calculation—but the intention of
making civil servants more sharply focused on specific and usually short-term objectives
was clear. This new emphasis was frequently reinforced by linking pay as well as promo-
tion to ‘track record’ in achieving results (see Section 4.5.4). However, the OECD is of the
opinion that austerity may have caused a decline in the momentum of performance-
related pay (OECD, 2015, p. 108).

A further important development in a number of countries was the creation of some
form of senior executive service (Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA—
see Ban and Ingraham, 1984; Boston et al., 1996, pp. 117–20; Halligan, 1996b, pp. 86–7).
This kind of grouping was supposed to bring a variety of benefits (‘supposed’, because in
every case there were significant difficulties in achieving the originally proclaimed goals).
Basically, a Senior Executive Service (SES) was intended (with slightly different emphases
in each country) to create a more mobile, flexible, responsive, and managerially compe-
tent group at the top of the public service. An SES would be more mobile because
provisions would allow the easier recruitment of competent executives from outside the
normal career ladder of the civil service, and because the terms and conditions would
explicitly include horizontal movement within the politico-administrative machine
(‘horses for courses’). It would be more responsive partly because the right person could
be moved into the right place at the right time, but also because promotion was intended
to be for the ‘can-do’ individuals with track records of achievement, rather than by
seniority and precedence. As a UK Conservative government put it:

Entry to the Senior Civil Service from within a department or agency would be marked for the
individual concerned by leaving negotiated group pay arrangements and moving to individually-
determined pay, and by acceptance of a written contract of service. (PrimeMinister et al., 1994, p. 37)

This type of system was usually backed up by performance-related pay (in both Australia
and the USA this was also intended to be a way of circumventing general civil service pay
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restrictions so as to be able to retain ‘high-flyers’). Experiments with performance-related
pay have been implemented in most of our twelve countries, and elsewhere, but often
with mixed or downright disappointing results (Gaertner and Gaertner, 1985; OECD,
1993; Perry and Pearce, 1985; Perry et al., 2009). Again, the pattern is of the widest use
coming in the core NPM countries, with more cautious and limited projects in the Nordic
countries and France. It is perhaps typical of the more sceptical approach of the contin-
ental European countries that, in Finland and Sweden, while performance-related pay is
legally possible, some public departments and agencies have declined to avail themselves
of it, arguing that it would be divisive and unhelpful. Additionally, managerial compe-
tence can be increased by bringing in outsiders with managerial backgrounds as well as by
the provision of intensive high-level management training programmes (Op de Beeck and
Pollitt, 2010). The advantages of this trajectory are thus obvious, but it has potential
disadvantages too. Concerns about the dangers of increasing the number of short-term
fixers and ‘yes-men’ (and ‘yes-women’), and endangering the promotability and security
of those who give ‘frank and fearless’ advice, have been expressed in several countries,
including Australia, Belgium, Canada, and the UK (e.g. Talbot, 2014).

4.5.4 Part of a unified national service

In this case the thrust in quite a few countries was towards decentralization of personnel
authority, initially for the day-to-day management of individuals, but increasingly also in
terms of a widening range of terms and conditions, so that, ultimately, line managers
could hire and fire on terms they set according to local conditions, and the concept of a
unified public service was for all practical purposes abandoned. In this sense the ‘public
manager’ as a professional became more of a reality (Noordegraaf, 2015). This direction of
change had many ramifications. Pay, hours of work, required qualifications, disciplinary
and dismissal procedures—all these and more might cease to be matters of national
negotiation by management and union leaders and be decentralized by organization,
region, or occupational group. The new philosophy was succinctly enunciated in a UK
white paper in 1994:

No two civil service organisations are identical, any more than two organisations elsewhere in
the public or private sectors. It is right that pay and grading systems, like other management
arrangements, should be attuned to individual circumstances and relevant labour markets. (Prime
Minister et al., 1994, p. 26)

In Australia, as in the UK, the outline shell of a unified public service was retained but, with
the 1999 Public Service Act:

It is departmental secretaries and agency heads who will determine the remuneration, conditions
and terms of employment. No longer will the legislation distinguish between public servants on the
basis of whether they are permanent or fixed-term. It is secretaries who will decide how they will
employ public servants and on what conditions of engagement. It is they whowill assign duties and
delegate responsibility. (Shergold, 1997, p. 34)

In New Zealand the government moved away altogether from the concept of a single,
unified service. The 1988 State Services Act established departments, under their chief
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executives, as the employers of their own staff. The Annual General Adjustment (of pay) and
public service-wide negotiation of non-pay conditions of service were abolished (Boston
et al., 1996, chapter 10). The public sector came under the provisions of the Labour Relations
Act, which had previously been meant for the private sector. By the early 2000s, however,
the New Zealand government was seeing the need to find other ways to re-emphasize the
unity of the senior civil service (see New Zealand country file, Appendix B).

This kind of ‘normalizing’ trajectory, where the civil service is ‘deprivileged’ and increas-
ingly treated on the same fragmented and locally varying terms as private sector employ-
ment, has certainly not been followed by all countries. France, Germany, and the
European Commission are notable and weighty exceptions. In Italy the terms of civil
service employment have been brought somewhat closer to those prevailing in the private
sector, but there are still significant differences, especially for more senior grades. The MAP
2000 initiative by the European Commission was proclaimed as a major decentralization
in personnel management, and this tendency was taken further by the Kinnock reforms
(see European Commission file, Appendix B). Nevertheless, by comparison with what had
already been implemented by the core NPM countries, it was quite timid (European
Commission, 1997b; 2000a). In Belgium, Germany, and France, the state servant remains
a very distinct category—legally, culturally, and politically. As with financial management
reforms, the northern European states have followed a path somewhere between the NPM
enthusiasts and the more conservative Rechtsstaat regimes. Finland and Sweden have
made provisions for performance-related pay, and for more decentralized and results-
oriented styles of personnel management. Yet these countries have not more than mar-
ginally dismantled the essential unity of the civil service. The same could be said of the
Canadian federal civil service (Bourgault and Carroll, 1997, but for more recent concerns,
see Aucoin and Savoie, 2009). In the Netherlands career management of top civil servants
was actually centralized during the mid-1990s (Mazel, 1998).

The USA is once more a unique case. In theory a scrupulously fair and impersonal merit
system provides a national framework for recruitment and job classification:

However, the federal government’s uniformmerit system today is neither uniform,merit-based, nor
a system. It now covers barely more than half—56%—of the federal government’s workers. Only
15% of the federal government’s new career employees enter through the system’s standard testing-
and-placement process. (Kettl et al., 1996, p. 1)

Despite much debate during the 1980s and 1990s, no comprehensive reformwas agreed or
implemented. The problem, in the complex and fragmented US political system, is that:

Civil service reform is on everyone’s list of jobs that must be done—but it is high on virtually no
one’s list. It has too little sex appeal to excite political interest; and though everyone agrees on the
need for change, the consequences of not reforming the civil service never seem great enough to
force it onto the policy agenda. (Kettl et al., 1996, p. 2)

Instead of head-on reform, what has tended to happen in recent years is that the executive
has, so to speak, worked around the edges of the merit system, circumnavigating it rather
than conquering it. Thus President George W. Bush, for example, was able to introduce
new, more private-sector-like HRM procedures in the new Department of Homeland Security
and in the Department of Defense. And the process of contracting out federal work to the
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private and non-profit sectors (see USA country file, Appendix B) also tends to diminish the
importance of the rump of the traditional civil service (although it alsomeans that, per capita,
the remaining civil servants are responsible for more expenditure because they are often
overseeing large quantities of contracted-out activity—Kettl, 2016). In short, the USA, while
far from the European Rechtsstaatmodel in political temperament and rhetoric, was neverthe-
less home to a sometimes rigid and unreformed (or perhaps one should say partially and
incoherently reformed) core civil service.

4.5.5 Interpreting the big picture on HRM

Here it may be useful to return to the idea of ‘public service bargains’ which was introduced
in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5). Figure 4.3 shows the basic schema developed by Hood and Lodge
(2006). We should remember that these bargain categories are usually applied to senior civil
servants—those who actually interact with political leaders—whereas much of the legisla-
tion and reform previously referred to covers the majority of public servants, at all levels.
In general, we can say that there are strong (but not universal) trends towards ‘de-

privilegization’ and away from trusteeship. In a number of countries, bargains of types
B1a and/or B1b are becoming less usual, and bargains of type B2a are becoming more
common. Furthermore, the growth in the numbers and influence of political advisers in
countries like Belgium, Canada, the UK, and the USAmeans that in those states the category
of B2b bargains has gained prominence—especially subtype B2b2. Yet there are also cases
where the bargain between politicians and mandarins remains one in which senior civil
servants are treated as an independent group of technocrats ormagistrates (B1b). The French
grands corps still fall in this category, as do most senior German civil servants. And we must
remember that in almost every system there are particular groups which are exempted from
themore general trends—such as the exemption of Italian judges, prosecutors, prefects, and
diplomats from the 1993 reform which contractualized most other civil service appoint-
ments (for a general treatment of these many differences and details, see Demmke and
Moilanen, 2010). So there is more than one omega, and more than one trajectory, but the
dominant direction of travel is that of reducing the distinctiveness of the rules governing
many public service jobs, from the top to the bottom of the hierarchy.
Finally, we can ask how all this relates to the three big models—NPM, NWS, and

NPG. Clearly, many of the developments we have cited in this section possess an NPM-
ish flavour, especially moving towards private sector types of employment contract and
the introduction of performance-related pay. Yet at the same time we have noted the
reluctance of some states—Germany, for example, and to a lesser extent France and the
Nordic states—to go very far down this road. In those cases the vision has seemed to be
more NWS-ish: that it is important to keep the public service somewhat distinct from
private sector employment, and to continue to endow at least some parts of it with special
status and protections. In this particular context the significance of NPG thinking is hard
to assess. Presumably its advocates would urge that civil servants be trained to network and
collaborate with a range of other stakeholders. If so, there is some evidence that these ideas
are indeed beginning to infiltrate training programmes for top civil servants (Op de Beeck
and Pollitt, 2010). But what the implications might be for civil service recruitment, pay,
and conditions is not clear.
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4.6 Organizational trajectories

The restructuring of organizations is a ubiquitous feature of public sector management
reforms (for details on the twelve countries, see Appendix B). Of the many different
possible ways of classifying these restructurings we have chosen a fourfold scheme
which is fairly ‘mainstream’ in terms of classical organization theory, namely:

• Specialization—should institutions be single-purpose or multi-purpose?

• Coordination—by what means should coordination across different functions, levels,
and sectors be achieved?

B1: ‘Trustee’
bargains
(PS as autonomous
‘estate’)

B2: ‘Agency’

bargains

(PS as servants of

political masters)

B2a: Delegated

(PS as directly

responsible)

B2b: Directed

(PS as directable

at will)

B1b: Tutelary

(PS as elite

leaders)

B1a: Representational
(PS as social
representatives)

B1a1: Consociational
(representation of major
groups in society)

B1a2: Selective
(representation of one
or more dominant
groups)

B1b1: Moralistic
(PS as knightly or

ethical exemplars)

B1b2: Legal or

technocratic

(PS as ‘experts on top’)

B2a1: Complex

(PS as agents of multiple 

principals or across levels

of government)

B2a2: Simple

(PS as direct agents

with operational

responsibility)

B2b1: Serial loyalist

(PS transfer loyalty to

elected masters of the

day)

B2b2: Personal loyalist

(PS as loyal to individual

politicians)

Figure 4.3 Some types of public service bargain

Source: Hood and Lodge, 2006, p21, Figure 2.1.
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• Centralization/decentralization—what functions should be centralized/decentralized,
and to what degree?

• Scale—what is the optimal size for organizations?

A brief overview may first be useful. As a broad generalization it can be said that the main
thrust of the early Australian/New Zealand/UK reforms from 1980 until the mid-1990s
was towards organizations which were more specialized; towards coordination by means
of market mechanisms and contractual and quasi-contractual relationships instead of
through hierarchies of authority; towards decentralization of authority from the centre
towards the periphery (in both hierarchical and geographical terms); and towards decreas-
ing the size of public organizations by breaking up and downsizing large, multi-purpose
bureaucratic organizations (Boston et al., 1996; O’Toole and Jordan, 1995; Peters
and Savoie, 1998). Trends towards specialization and fragmentation have also been
discernible in Canada, France, and the Netherlands (though to a lesser degree than in
the core NPM countries), but are much less marked in Belgium, Finland, Germany, and
Sweden, each of which has retained its central ministerial or directorate structure with
only limited fragmentation, downsizing, or ‘hiving off ’. The EU Commission has also
acquired a growing penumbra of agencies (Ramb�ll/Euréval/Matrix, 2009). Of course,
some of these systems—the German and the Swedish for example—were already highly
decentralized, so it can be argued that they had less ‘need’ of reforms of this type. The USA
sported a fairly fragmented and specialized administrative system from the start and has
been concerned to try to develop overall systems which will permit greater coherence
(e.g. common accounting procedures, common reporting procedures through the
Government Performance and Review Act). As for decentralization, almost everyone
seems to believe in it, though, as we shall see, it takes on a different personality in
different contexts (Pollitt, 2005).
During the twenty-first century, however, a new trend has appeared. Especially in

those countries which had undergone the most radical fragmentation (Netherlands,
New Zealand, the UK) the tide turned towards better coordination. This has taken a variety
of forms (although nowhere has it become the reconstruction of traditional, large, multi-
functional departments) but it has been a discernible trend nonetheless. Strengthened
coordination—both vertically and horizontally—is also much facilitated by the intelligent
application of modern ICT. One interpretation is that the earlier, specializing, and frag-
menting reforms unintentionally produced difficulties for policymakers, who could no
longer control all the autonomous ‘bits’ as they wished, and so started to look for devices
that would enable them to be more coordinated, ‘joined-up’, or strategic (Bogdanor, 2005;
Bouckaert et al., 2010). A further development of this is the idea that the reaction against
fragmentation merged with pressure to use new ICTs so that a model of Digital-Era
Governance (DEG) has now emerged (Dunleavy et al., 2006b). Two of the key themes of
this new model are said to be ‘reintegration’ (putting back together what NPM had pulled
apart) and ‘needs-based holism’ (simplifying the entire relationship between the citizen
and the state, so that the former only has to go to one website or place to get all his/her
requirements dealt with).
The signs of attempts at improved coordination are clear to see. One popular initiative

has been to develop some form of strategic planning. This has been tried (in different
ways) by Australia, Canada, Finland, New Zealand, and the UK. The New Zealand system
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of Strategic Results Areas and Key Results Areas is probably the best known (Boston et al.,
1996, pp. 282–3). In Canada the 1994 Program Review exercise was intended to put an end
to the fragmented and volatile policymaking which was seen as a characteristic of the
preceding Mulroney administrations (Aucoin and Savoie, 1998). In Finland a ‘Strategy
Portfolio’ was developed and the government tried to take a strategic overview of govern-
ment organization (High quality services, good governance and a responsible civic society,
1998a, especially pp. 19–22). In the UK, following a period of distaste for central planning
and coordination under Mrs Thatcher, the Blair Labour government committed itself to
better ‘joined-up’, horizontally coordinated policymaking. It set up cross-departmental
reviews in areas such as criminal justice and services for young children, and conducted a
comprehensive review of all government spending (Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1998,
especially pp. 33–41; Pollitt, 2003b).

The four dimensions will now be examined in more detail, in sequence.
Specialization. Alternation between a preference for broad-scope, multi-purpose organ-

izations and a predilection for tightly focused, specialized organizations has been one of
the salient features of the history of administrative thought. The idea that specialization is
the basis of good administration can trace its supporters back through Adam Smith and
Jeremy Bentham. The opposite doctrine—that consolidation is good—has been advanced
by, inter alios, Sir Edwin Chadwick and Karl Marx (Hood and Jackson, 1991, pp. 114–16).
The pendulummay swing twice within a single generation: witness the shift in UK central
government from a preference for large, omnibus central ministries (favoured by both
Labour and the Conservatives in the late 1960s and early 1970s) to the 1990s model of
downsized and relatively focused ministries surrounded by shoals of specialized executive
agencies (Pollitt, 1984; O’Toole and Jordan, 1995) and then back to ideas of ‘joined-up
government’ (Bogdanor, 2005; Office of Public Services Reform, 2002; Prime Minister and
Minister for the Cabinet Office, 1999).
During the 1980s the international swing was towards more specialization, most clearly

in those countries which were the most influenced by the application of microeconomic
reasoning to questions of institutional design. This took place at all levels: micro, meso,
and macro. Thus in New Zealand ‘the preference for single-purpose organisations and
the separation of potentially conflicting functions has led in some cases to a plethora of
functionally distinct, but nonetheless quite interdependent, organisations’ (Boston et al.,
1996, p. 88). But by the late 1990s there was much discussion in New Zealand government
circles of the drawbacks of having such a large number of ministries to deal with such a
small population. In 2001, a Review of the Centre initiative was launched aimed at
strengthening strategic capacity and encouraging a ‘whole-of-government’ approach
(Bouckaert et al., 2010, pp. 108–13; Gregory, 2006).

New Zealand is not the only case. In the UK the Next Steps Programme, launched in
1988, led within ten years to the creation of more than 140 specialized executive agencies
(Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 1997). In France more than 200 centres de respons-
abilitéwere set up after 1989. In the Netherlands many ZBOs (Zelfstandige Bestuursorganen—
‘autonomous public bodies’) were created during the 1980s, and after 1991 more
than twenty specialized agencies also appeared (Ministerie van Financiën, 1998). The
Canadians moved more cautiously, but there, too, some ‘Special Operating Agencies’
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(SOAs) were carved out of the federal ministries (the first five appeared in 1989—see
Canada country file, Appendix B). In Italy a 1999 legislative decree led to the setting up
of a number of agenzie, some with their own legal personalities and some as units within
ministries. Germany, however, is generally an exception to the trend. There, the main
‘receiving positions’ for the flow of decentralized functions have been not specialist
agencies (though a few of these have been set up) but rather multifunctional local author-
ities (Wollmann, 2001). Indeed, the number of federal agencies, which had increased
since the 1960s, actually began to decline during the 1990s (Bach and Jann, 2010).
In sum, one might say that the use of specialized administrative and managerial bodies

appears to have grown in at least ten of our twelve countries—at least up to the early
2000s. It has also taken place in the EU Commission, although there the main growth
perhaps came a little later (Ramb�ll/Euréval/Matrix, 2009). The creation of executive and
regulatory agencies was particularly popular (Pollitt et al., 2004).
Coordination. In a traditional hierarchy, coordination is ensured by the exercise of

authority from the top. Coherent and consistent orders are passed down the line. Central
staff units, supporting the top administrators, check lower-level proposals to ensure that
they all fit the strategy, that precedents are observed, that division X does not set out along
a line that contradicts what is being done at division Y. Regulations are issued from the
centre which all must observe. When new situations occur, new regulations are formu-
lated to deal with them, and these are fitted into the existing body of law and procedure
which guides every part of the organization. Such exercise of hierarchical authority is,
however, not the only way of achieving coordination (Thompson et al., 1991). Coordin-
ation can also be achieved less formally, by voluntary cooperation within a network. This
form of ‘solidarity’ tends to be more easily achieved where objectives are widely shared
among all network members, communications are easy and full, and the scale of oper-
ations is modest (Pollitt, 2003a, chapter 3). A third mode of coordination is the market
mechanism. The miracle of the market is that a price mechanism enables the activities of
many producers/sellers and consumers/buyers to be coordinated without any central
authority ordering it so. The ‘hidden hand’ of supply and demand does the work, and
with the assistance of modern communications and information technologies, that work
can be accomplished with great speed (think of eBay). As we saw in Chapter 1, each of
these three different primary modes of coordination tends to ‘lead’ one of our three big
models of reform—market mechanisms for the NPM, hierarchy for the NWS, and networks
for the NPG (Table 1.3). Note, however, the significant complication that the purposes of
coordination are not necessarily the same in all instances. A market mechanism may be a
brilliant way to coordinate the buyers and sellers of a defined product, but less good at
coordinating, say, food inspectors and food retailers, or sick people and healthcare.
Although it is conceded that under certain conditions hierarchies may be preferable to

markets, the main weight of NPM arguments has been that there are many hitherto
unseen opportunities to ‘marketize’ relationships within the public sector. Indeed, just
as certain words such as ‘decentralization’ and ‘empowerment’ have become unassailably
positive in their connotations, ‘hierarchy’ and ‘hierarchical’ have become negative—both
within the NPM discourse, and among those who advocate more network-type coordin-
ation (NPG). Even where an indisputably hierarchical relationship remains, there may be
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an attempt to package it into a quasi-contract, where the ‘agent’ (‘subordinate’, in old-
fashioned hierarchical terms) agrees to supply the ‘principal’ (superior, boss) with a defined
set of outputs within a fixed time period and at a predetermined cost. In the countries
which were most enthusiastic about NPM there was therefore a wide-scale substitution of
market and quasi-market coordination and contractualization for hierarchical coordin-
ation (Lane, 2000, elaborates the theoretical underpinning for this tendency). In New
Zealand, for example, the chief executives who run ministries agreed an annual quasi-
contract with their minister, promising to deliver specified outputs which were then
supposed to lead to the outcomes at which the minister and his/her government were
aiming. In most countries contractualization did not infiltrate so high up the chain of
minister/mandarin command. Slightly lower down, however, contractualization and
marketization have spread widely in Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA, and
to a lesser extent in Canada, the Netherlands, and Sweden. It has gone hand in hand with
many of the measures of specialization referred to in Section 4.5. Thus, for example, where
a pre-1991 District Health Authority in the UK might have given an instruction to a local
hospital, in the post-1991 ‘provider market’ it contracted for defined services with a legally
independent corporation—the NHS trust which the previously ‘directly managed’ hos-
pital had become. The two parts of the previously hierarchical NHS had specialized into a
purchaser and a provider, joined by contract. The example of the Canadian Special
Operating Agencies provides a further illustration of the general logic:

The SOA is based on the same theoretical models as organisational forms being adopted by other
governments and large corporations. The models are more contractual than hierarchical; provide
greater autonomy to individual units of the whole; and rely more on market mechanisms than
central decisions to allocate resources. (Auditor General of Canada, 1993, p. 2)

This spread of contractual and quasi-contractual relationships provoked a certain amount
of academic concern, both from legal theorists worried about the inadequacies of the
relevant areas of administrative law (Harden, 1992; Bouckaert, 2002) and from public
administrationists who pointed to the difficulties of writing ‘complete’ contracts in con-
ditions where the providers of services have much more information than the purchasers
and/or users (Le Grand and Bartlett, 1993).

Not all countries have been as enthusiastic about the potential of market-type mechan-
isms (MTMs) and contractualism as New Zealand, the UK, and the USA. Such devices have
been used more sparingly in Germany, France, and even the Nordic countries (see, e.g.,
Wollmann, 2001). Here limited local experiments have been more characteristic than
sweeping marketizations of entire sectors.

Merging departments has long been one way of improving coordination. Of course, this
route rather contradicts the trend towards specialization, noted earlier, but it is a device
that has been used by some countries. While New Zealand was allowing the number of its
ministries to proliferate, its neighbour, Australia, was reducing its population of depart-
ments from twenty-eight to eighteen (1987—see Appendix B). In 1993 Canada followed
suit, reducing the number of federal departments from thirty-two to twenty-four (see
Appendix B). These initiatives were reminiscent of much earlier (1960s and early 1970s)
attempts by UK governments to rationalize the pattern of ministries by creating large,
‘strategic’ departments (Pollitt, 1984). In Italy in 2000 a population of more than twenty
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ministries were merged and slimmed to just a dozen. In the UK the 2000s brought a
number of departmental mergers (e.g. the tax department with the customs and excise
department) but the overall number of ministries did not change much (White and
Dunleavy, 2010). There was not much change of this kind in the USA (where it is anyway
more difficult to do), except for the 2002 creation of a huge Department of Homeland
Security (see USA country file, Appendix B). In France, 2008 witnessed quite large-scale
mergers, with the Ministry of Finance merging with the Ministry of Employment and
Public Servants to produce a Ministry of the Budget, Public Accounts, and Civil Adminis-
tration (see France country file, Appendix B).
Another feature in a number of central governments has been an attempt by politicians

themselves to exert greater control over the bureaucracy (Peters and Pierre, 2004). This
phenomenon will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6, but it should be noted here as,
in effect, another species of coordination effort. It has been particularly noticeable in
Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA, but softer echoes have also been heard in
Belgium, Finland, the Netherlands, and Sweden. In all these countries the number of
temporary appointments and political advisers has grown—although the absolute number
varies enormously from just a handful to large numbers. Australia offers perhaps the
clearest case. As Halligan puts it (1996b, p. 82): ‘Reform programs [during the Labor
governments of 1983–93] were driven by a foremost concern of Labor—political
control—which had come to be regarded both as an end in itself and a means to imple-
menting party policy. To achieve this required a redistribution of power between the
bureaucracy and the politicians.’ So the capacity of the Prime Minister’s Office and
Cabinet were enhanced, the pattern of ministries was radically altered (1987), ministers
mademore active use than hitherto of their right to influence senior bureaucratic appoint-
ments, and there was much greater use of specially recruited ministerial advisers. This
trend was further amplified during the Howard administration of 1996–2007.
To conclude this review of coordination, it should be remarked that, even where trad-

itional hierarchies remained in place, the instruments of hierarchical coordination tended
to change. In particular there was a shift from control and coordination by rationing inputs
and regulating procedures to a greater emphasis on coordination by targets and output
standards. The majority of the twelve countries became active in developing indicator sets
for the performance of almost every imaginable public service (for Australia, see Department
of Finance, 1996, 1998a, 1998b; Development Team, 1998; for Canada, see Mayne, 1996;
Treasury Board of Canada, 1996; for the Netherlands, see Leeuw, 1995; Mol, 1995; for the
UK, see Carter et al., 1992; Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 1997; Likierman, 1995;
Pollitt, 1986, 1990; for the USA, see Radin, 1998). Some, however, are still at a fairly
undeveloped stage. In Germany there has been much more reform at local and provincial
(Länder) level than in the federal government. Large parts of the Belgian and Italian public
sectors appear to have little in the way of output or outcome targets. Equally, the key
Kinnock reform documents from the European Commission (2000a, 2001) stopped well
short of providing a set of quantitative criteria by which the success of individual reforms
and programmes might later be judged.
Decentralization. Decentralization, ministers and mandarins have said, makes possible

more responsive and speedy public services, better attuned to local and/or individual
needs. It facilitates ‘downsizing’ by leading to the elimination of unnecessary layers of
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middle management. It even produces more contented and stimulated staff, whose jobs
have been ‘enriched’ by taking on devolved responsibilities for financial and personnel
management, and by escaping from the overburden of centralized regulation. Given all
these benefits it is little wonder that almost every country (and the European Commission)
seems to be officially in favour of decentralization (Pollitt, 2005). Like virtue, however,
decentralization is differently construed by different parties, and is far easier to preach
than to practice. If we are to describe the actual trajectories in a way that carries some real
meaning, then we have to distinguish between different aspects of decentralization—
different alphas—as well as between rhetoric and reality.

One way of deconstructing the concept of decentralization is to recognize that it is a
process which contains at least three strategic choices. These are depicted in Table 4.3.

The first choice is therefore between political decentralization, where the decentralized
authority is transferred to elected political representatives (e.g. when central government
decentralizes a power to local government) and administrative decentralization, where
authority is passed to an appointed body such as a UK Urban Development Corporation
or a Swedish agency. The second choice is between transferring authority to another body
which is selected by competitive means (e.g. through competitive tendering for a local
authority refuse collection service) and transferring authority by non-competitive means
(e.g. where a UK Health Authority transferred some of its authority to an NHS provider
trust). A third choice is between internal decentralization (where the act of transfer takes
place ‘within the walls’ of an existing organization) and external decentralization, where
the authority is transferred to a separate, external body (which might be an existing one or
a new, specially created one). When authority to spend up to $X without seeking permis-
sion is delegated from the principal finance officer to senior line managers, that is internal
decentralization. When authority was transferred from a UK Local Education Authority to
a grant-maintained school under Mr Major’s Conservative government, that was external
delegation (Pollitt et al., 1998).

The balance between these different forms of decentralization has been rather different
in different countries. Once more, different countries have started from very different
positions. Thus, for example, in each of France, Sweden, Finland, and the UK, central
governments have praised the virtues of decentralization, but in the early 1980s France
and the UK were relatively centralized countries, while the two Nordic states were both
already extensively decentralized (see Chapter 3 and Appendix B). Germany had been very
decentralized since the SecondWorldWar, at least by Franco-British standards (Kuhlmann
and Wollmann, 2014; Wollmann, 2001). Taking this into account, we can say that

Table 4.3 Strategic choices in decentralization

Either Or

Political decentralization Administrative decentralization

Competitive decentralization Non-competitive decentralization

Internal decentralization External decentralization (devolution)
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administrative decentralization has been the preferred form in New Zealand, while polit-
ical decentralization has been the dominant type in Belgium, Finland, Germany, France,
and Sweden. Few new powers have been given to local governments in New Zealand and
the UK. In each case decentralization has transferred authority to a range of specialized
administrative bodies. However, the UK did experience a very significant act of political
decentralization when the Blair administration created elected assemblies for Scotland and
Wales (see UK country file, Appendix B). The reverberations of this continue at the time of
writing, where the Scottish Parliament is dominated by a party which is officially aiming at
national independence, and which has already quite narrowly lost a referendum on that
issue—and may seek another. In France a fundamental reform was the decentralization to
local and regional elected authorities carried out by the socialist government from 1982 (see
France country file, Appendix B, and de Montricher, 1996), and various forms of admin-
istrative decentralization have continued to be announced ever since. In Germany it is
local governments which have probably gained most from the delegation of functions by
higher levels in the three-tier system. In Finland and Sweden there has been both political
and administrative decentralization, but the transfer of responsibilities to the municipal-
ities and counties has been a central plank of their respective reform programmes. In Italy
one of the consequences of the political crisis of the early 1990s was a marked swing
towards decentralization (decentramento), both of a political and of an administrative kind.
Meanwhile in Belgium the political tensions between the Flemish and Walloon commu-
nities led to continuing delegation of federal powers to the sub-federal level (see Belgium
country file, Appendix B).
Turning to the distinction between competitive and non-competitive decentralization,

we see a roughly similar pattern. The competitive approach was prominent in Australia,
New Zealand, and the UK, but much less so in the central or northern European countries.
The USA has certainly been enthusiastic about contracting out (but in a sense had less to
commercialize, at least at the federal level). Perhaps the extreme case was the much-
criticized contracting out of many military and security activities during the Iraq war
(Scahill, 2007). Canada (again at the federal level) was generally somewhat more cautious.
This, of course, follows from the pattern of enthusiasm and caution over the use of MTMs,
as discussed earlier.
As for the internal/external distinction, it is safe to say that all countries practised both

types to some extent, but that the NPM countries have probably undertaken more external
decentralization, because they have been the ones who have been keenest to create new,
autonomous, and specialized bodies, and then devolve powers to them. France has also
been fertile in setting up new subnational authorities, in line with the government’s wider
strategy of political and administrative decentralization, and has also continued, over the
years, to create many more or less autonomous établissements publiques. The picture in the
Netherlands is complicated. The creation of ZBOs and departmental agencies can be taken
as evidence of external decentralization by central departments. On the other hand, during
the 1980s and 1990s, ‘[S]pending departments often held out resolutely (and with success)
against the transfer of powers to provinces and municipalities’ (Derksen and Korsten, 1995,
p. 83). At a detailed level one can trace how the concept of a decentralized executive agency,
imported from the UK, was in Dutch central government successively ‘translated’ into
something less radical and more narrowly focused on financial flexibility (Smullen, 2010).
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Other countries (e.g. the Nordics) have also practised devolution, but have tended to rely
more on existing local governments as the recipients of new responsibilities (Micheletti,
2000). There has been some divergence between Finland and Sweden, however, with respect
to central agencies. Whereas, during the mid-1990s, the Finns downsized the numbers and
functions of their central agencies, the Swedish agencies remain extremely powerful and, in
many cases, have received even greater devolved power from their ministries than hitherto
(OECD, 1998; Molander et al., 2002).

It would, however, be quite misleading to suggest that there was a global rush towards
decentralization, with the only differences between countries being which types of
decentralization they prefer and how far they have gone. Centralization is also part of
the picture: as some authority has been decentralized, simultaneously there have been
significant instances of a tightening of central control and oversight. One fairly prom-
inent case has been the way in which pressures on public spending have strengthened
the hands of treasuries and central finance ministries in a number of countries (Kickert
and Randma-Liiv, 2015). Since the 2008 global economic crisis, finance ministries have
gained influence in many countries. Furthermore, centralization has not been exclu-
sively a matter of finance. There are countless instances, especially perhaps in the NPM
countries, of central authorities using performance indicator systems or standard-setting,
to reassert control over lower tiers or local units. In the UK central government forced
national ‘league tables’ on every school and hospital, and from 1988 for the first time
imposed an (increasingly detailed) national educational curriculum on all state schools.
Under Mr Blair’s New Labour administration the intensity of central target-setting and
monitoring actually increased (Barber, 2007). In the EU there have been examples where
the ‘harmonization’ of some product or rule or procedure across Europe has resulted in a
de facto centralization on the Commission in Brussels. Furthermore, the administrative
reforms of the Prodi Commission in some ways decentralized ‘horizontal’ functions to
the Directorates-General (DGs), only to rearticulate them in a particularly centralized
and bureaucratic fashion within each individual DG. Thus the idea that everything is
travelling in the direction of decentralization (still more ‘freedom’) is, to say the least,
overly simple.

Scale. Obviously, scale is intimately connected with some of the other dimensions of
organization discussed earlier. In addition to the general pressure for ‘downsizing’ which
arrives from the savings objective, the trends towards specialization and decentralization
also indicate reductions in the average size of many public sector organizations. The ideal
public sector agency, as envisaged by the enthusiasts and visionaries of the NPM and
reinventing government movements, would be ‘flat’, flexible, specialized (‘focused’), and
decentralized, and therefore very probably quite small. These approaches to reform
include a deep doctrinal suspicion of large central bureaucracies. Such organizations
represent the ‘old world’ from which many NPM reformers were determined to escape.
The US vice president put it like this:

Big headquarters and big rule books never have kept the government from making big mistakes.
In fact, they often kept front-line workers from doing things right. So we asked agencies to cut layers
of supervisors, headquarters staff, and other management control jobs by 50%. (Gore, 1996, p. 16)
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However, the ‘small is beautiful’ vision is not universally shared—indeed the recent trend
of reasserting coordination (noted at the beginning of Section 4.6) has led to a number of
mergers or reabsorptions of arm’s-length bodies into central departments. For example,
while central ministries have been considerably reduced in size in New Zealand and the
UK (Boston et al., 1996; H.M. Treasury, 1994), in Finland the reforms of the 1990s actually
led to slight growth in the size of central ministries, as they absorbed some of the functions
previously performed by central agencies (Ministry of Finance, 1997). In 2001 the
Blair administration merged elements of social security and employment advice and
placements, and work benefits into a giant new Department of Work and Pensions
(White and Dunleavy, 2010, pp. 53–9). Faced with the 9/11 terrorist onslaught, President
George W. Bush merged twenty-two different organizations into one Department of
Homeland Security. In France President Sarkozy also launched ministry mergers.
In general the continental European countries have been less enthusiastic about ‘down-

sizing’ as an overall goal, although the global economic crisis has obliged many of them,
reluctantly, to go down that road. The EU Commission itself grew considerably. Between
1977and1997 thenumberofCommission staff grewby104per cent,with an increase of 150
per cent in thepolicymaking ‘A’ grades.However, it should benoted that the EUbudget grew
by 206 per cent in real terms over the same period, and, since it is widely acknowledged that
the tasks of the Commission expanded rapidly during the 1980s, it can be argued that the
extra staff were needed to cope with new responsibilities. Nevertheless, the organizational
development of theCommissionhas certainlynot followed theNPMtrend: it has specialized
only to a limited extent, createdonlyweak formsofhorizontal coordination, didnot begin to
decentralize in any significant way until right at the end of the 1990s, and has grown in size.
Some of these trends in organizational structures can easily be related to one or more of

our three models of reform, but others are more ambiguous. As indicated earlier, much of
the downsizing and administrative decentralization (and fragmentation) of the 1980s and
1990s was associated with reformers of an NPM persuasion. However, as a knock-on effect,
some of the recentralization and mergers of the 2000s—in those same core NPM
countries—have clearly been in reaction to unwanted consequences from the earlier
fragmentation. Overall, therefore, NPM thinking has had a big effect on organizational
structures in many countries. NWS thinking probably also had effects, but they were less
obvious, at least for Anglophone audiences. This was partly because they lay more in
defending existing structures rather than in proposing new ones, and also because such
activities of professionalization and cautious modernization seemed to require less trum-
peting than did the self-conscious paradigm-breakers of the core NPM states. Thus NWS
states such as Germany or Sweden already enjoyed quite decentralized systems, and were
more hesitant and selective about putting basic public services ‘at arm’s length’ from
democratic local government. Further decentralization certainly occurred, especially in
Sweden, but it was mainly within the framework of regional/county/local authorities and
not by ejection to new autonomous agencies or to private sector contractors—or certainly
not to the same extent as in the UK or the USA. Finally, wemay ask whether NPG thinking
appears to have influenced trends in organizational restructuring. This is hard to say. To
begin with, NPG thinking has only been popular for a decade or so, so we cannot expect to
find evidence of its effects in the 1980s or early 1990s. Then there is the point that the
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precise structural implications of NPG are not terribly clear. That we should expect more
networking and partnerships, and more bodies to ensure consultation and participation—
all that is obvious. But what specific changes should we expect in the machinery of central
government? The NPG theorists seem to have had little to say about this as yet. One
observation would be that the recentmoves to amalgamate central ministries and agencies
which we have seen, in different ways, in France, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA,
probably would not be seen as very NPG-ish. On the contrary, it seems to signal a return
to hierarchical control by ministers and their top officials. Some of the moves towards
joined-up government also have this top-down quality, but others are more bottom-up
and might command more enthusiasm from NPG advocates (6, 2004; Christensen and
Lægreid, 2007). To be a little harsh, one might say that no clear trend towards NPG
structures is yet widely observable, not least because, theoretically speaking, it is not yet
obvious what such structures would actually look like. The NPG ‘movement’, thus far, has
had more to say about what the external relations of government should look like than its
internal structures.

4.7 The measurement of performance

Increased measurement of performance has been a central feature of public management
reform in many countries. Our accounts of financial and personnel management, and
organizational restructuring, have already partly dealt with performance measurement, so
this section can be correspondingly brief. There are, however, some generic measurement
issues which it makes sense to address here.

Performance measurement certainly is not new. Indeed, it is as old as public adminis-
tration itself. In the latter part of the nineteenth century there were already schemes in
place in the UK and the USA for measuring the performance of teachers in state schools.
Woodrow Wilson was writing about the need to design an administrative system that
would perform well against efficiency criteria, and F.W. Taylor was advocating a generic
approach towards measuring the efficiency of workers (Dunsire, 1973). Acknowledging all
this, however, does not prevent one from recognizing that interest in measuring public
sector activities has blossomed over the last quarter-century (Bouckaert and Halligan,
2008; Boyne et al., 2006; Kettl and Kelman, 2007; Moynihan, 2008; Talbot, 2010; Van
Dooren et al., 2015). Performance remains the mainstream focus of international public
management and the global economic crisis in some ways reinforces this, at least rhet-
orically. The performance ‘movement’ has developed along several dimensions:

Measurement is becoming more extensive. More levels . . . and more fields . . . are included. Perform-
ance measurement is becoming more intensive because more management functions are included
(not just monitoring but also decision-making, controlling and even providing accountability).
Finally, performance measurement becomes more external. Its use is not just internal, but also for
the members of legislative bodies, and even for the public. (Bouckaert, 1996, p. 234)

It may be useful to look at each of these dimensions in turn. The growing extent of
performance measurement was best exemplified in the NPM countries, although signifi-
cant measurement initiatives were also to be found in Canada, France, the Netherlands,
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the Nordic states, and the USA. We therefore turn to the UK for an assessment of the full
extent of the trajectory:

No public sector employee has escaped the ever-extending reach of performance evaluation
schemes. The pressure to meet targets or performance standards—whether hospital waiting lists,
school exam results, crime clear-up rates or university research ratings—has introduced profound
changes in public organizations. As PIs [performance indicators] have become increasingly linked to
resource allocation and individual financial rewards, so organisational cultures and individual
behaviours have been transformed. (Carter, 1998, p. 177. This wave of measurement went on to
reach even greater heights under the Blair and Brown administrations of 1997–2010—see, e.g.,
Barber, 2007)

Examples of the spread of performance measurement to new fields can be found in many
countries. Often they have been tied in with developments in information technology
(e.g. Bellamy and Taylor, 1998, pp. 68–70). In the USA the 1993 Government Performance
and Results Act effectively mandated PIs for every federal agency (Radin, 1998). Subse-
quently performance measurement seemed to expand in every direction, generating
debates in which some American experts saw performance management as the wave of
the future (Kettl and Kelman, 2007) and others found it critically flawed or at least liable to
lead to perversions (Pollitt, 2013b; Radin, 2006). In Australia performance measures were
widely introduced during the 1980s and the systems were tightened and toughened by the
neo-conservative Howard government after 1996 (Department of Finance, 1998a, 1998b).
In New Zealand the system of Strategic Results Areas and Key Results Areas (mentioned
earlier) required wide-scope PI systems. In the Netherlands during the 1990s a strategy of
progressively integrating performance measurement with the budget process was pursued
(Sorber, 1996), and this took a further twist with the introduction of the VBTB budgeting
system from 1999. In several countries initiatives to raise the quality of public services
have led directly to a wider scope for performance measurement (e.g. the UK Citizen’s
charter from 1991; the French Public Service Charter from 1993; the 1994 Declaration of
Service Quality, and 1995 Quality of Service Initiative in Canada).
One might suppose that the extension of PI systems would proceed in a rational fashion,

with relatively straightforward, tangible services (e.g. refuse collection, the postal service)
being measured first and then more individually variable, less concrete services such as
healthcare and education, and finally, perhaps, non-tangible, non-routine services with a
high subjective content such as the provision of policy advice or the coordination of
different agencies in the pursuit of some general policy goal (Bouckaert and Ulens, 1998).
In practice, however, any such logic is hard to find. What is perhaps a clearer pattern is that
the powerful have been better able to postpone or deflect the tide of measurement than
other groups. Thus, within health services, the activities of nurses weremeasured earlier and
more intensively and openly than the quality of clinical decision-making by doctors,
although in a few countries, gradually, the medical citadel is crumbling (Pollitt et al.,
2010). In the core NPM countries, at least, the public can read plenty of reports containing
measures of the performance of teachers, police, social workers, social security clerks, and
specialist agencies, but few, if any, measuring the performance of MPs or ministers (the USA
may offer a rare exception to this generalization, at least in respect of the voting and
attendance habits of members of Congress and the Senate).
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Extending PI systems is not only a matter of finding hitherto unmeasured sectors or
organizations and subjecting them to ‘the treatment’. It is also a question of broadening
the scope of measurement in a more analytical sense—of beginning to measure efficiency
and effectiveness, not just inputs, processes, and compliance (Figure 1.2 showed a dia-
grammatic representation of these distinctions). The desire to measure outcomes as well as
outputs has been a common theme of debates since the late 1990s, at least in the core NPM
countries (Bouckaert and Halligan, 2008). As noted earlier, many national audit offices
have extended their work beyond questions of regularity and legality, beyond even the
hunting down of waste, to embrace more sophisticated concepts of efficiency, effective-
ness, and service quality (Pollitt et al., 1999). This shift of measurement systems beyond
the relatively mundane issues of input and process towards the more politically sensitive
and methodologically challenging problems of assessing effectiveness has proved both
difficult and controversial. For example, consider the words of a New Zealand minister,
reflecting upon the way in which, with what was then one of the world’s most sophisti-
cated performance measurement systems, New Zealand public servants nevertheless
tended to overly concentrate on outputs (e.g. cases completed) at the expense of the
final outcomes (e.g. satisfied clients) that their efforts are supposed to lead towards:

One [danger is that] risky, unattractive, but nevertheless important functions might start to fall
between the cracks, or that absurd demarcation disputes might arise, of the kind that used to be
endemic in the cloth-cap trade unions of old. If ‘output fixation’ distracts departments from
outcomes, and ‘contract fixation’ encourages them to ignore everything that isn’t actually specified,
aren’t these things very likely to happen? (East, 1997)

Thesemore ambitious uses of PIs—to assess impacts, guide programmes, or help decide the
fate of policies—are perhaps less difficult for the public service cultures of the ‘public
interest’ administrative systems to absorb than for the Rechtsstaat systems. The latter are
more used to trying to guide administrative behaviour by the formulation of precise laws
and regulations, than by giving more discretion and then measuring results (Bouckaert,
1996, pp. 228–9). In general, performance management, although definitely present, has
gone less far in countries like France and Germany than it has in Australia, New Zealand,
the UK, and the USA (Bouckaert and Halligan, 2008).

Thus the NPM countries have been at the forefront of the more intensive use of PIs. Over
the last twenty years one may discern a trajectory which runs from the use of PIs princi-
pally as supplementary or background information towards their use for a variety of
management purposes—to inform specific decisions, to compare different organizations
or functions (benchmarking), to determine budget allocations, and even as a major input
to decisions concerning motivation, career development, and promotion of individuals.
An example would be the research quality ratings given to UK university departments on
the basis of their published output, research grants and honours won, PhDs awarded, and
other factors. This elaborate national exercise, which has been conducted roughly every
four years since the 1980s, has in recent iterations directly and formulaically produced
each department’s allocation of baseline research funding. Planning to achieve a ‘high
score’ in this assessment has become a core component of the management of most
university departments. Similarly, the use of PIs in the UK NHS has evolved from unsys-
temic internal use by health authorities to published national league tables which have
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serious immediate consequences for low-scoring organizations (Pollitt et al., 2010). In
short, the use of PIs, having once been an ‘extra’ or novelty, has been progressively
integrated with other aspects of management. This can significantly sharpen the manage-
ment of public services and the orientation of those services to their users. On the other
hand it can also lead to various pathologies where the activity of measurement itself
distorts the administrative process in undesirable ways (Bevan and Hood, 2006; Bouckaert,
1995b; Bruijn, 2002; Pollitt, 2013b).
Finally, we turn to the external use of performance measurement—not exclusively for

internal management purposes, but to inform legislatures, taxpayers, service users, and a
variety of other stakeholders. For those who know where to look (and, more importantly,
for those who are interested in looking) official publications since, say, 2000 contain far
more performance information than was available in 1980. As OECD Secretary-General
Ángel Gurría stated: ‘By extending the scope and timeliness of our governance indicators
and analysis . . .Governance at a Glance 2015 will be a critical resource for policy makers,
citizens, and researchers in the pursuit of better governance’ (OECD, 2015, p. 9). Gradually
these datasets are being refined so as to reduce the weaknesses and poor presentation of
some of their early versions. In the case of the NHS, for example, the first national sets of
PIs were unwieldy and unwelcoming, and overwhelmingly concerned process issues such
as average lengths of hospital stay. Over the years, however, the presentation and explan-
ation of this information has improved enormously, and, though there are still many
possible improvements that can be discussed, at least a number of indicators or proxies for
clinical outcomes are now included in the package. In some cases performance informa-
tion is given considerable publicity by the mass media (the ‘league tables’ of English state
schools for example), although in others the ‘take-up’ of such data by politicians has been
disappointing (Bouckaert and Halligan, 2008, p. 201; Johnson and Talbot, 2007; Pollitt,
2006b). Some governments and parliaments have begun to take special steps to improve
the relevance and accessibility of PI data for politicians (for Canada, see Duhamel, 1996).
Finally, it should be noted that during the past decade international performance league
tables have become a major growth industry, and several of these attract significant
publicity in the mass media (e.g. Arndt, 2008; Dixon et al., 2008; Grek, 2008). Examples
of this new trend will be discussed in Chapter 5.
In the terms of Chapter 1, performance measurement is a tool or dish, not a whole meal/

big model. It connects to more than one of our three main models (see Figure 1.4). It has
been a central plank of NPM reforms. But it is also associated with NWS-style moderniza-
tion efforts. Certainly there are no shortage of PIs in countries like the Netherlands and
Sweden (Pollitt, 2006a) or France and Italy (Bezès, 2007; Ongaro, 2009). (However, they
may not be used in quite the same ‘command-and-control’ways that became prevalent in
the UK during the late 1990s and early 2000s—Pollitt, 2006a.) A modern professional
manager in the NWS mould would expect to use PIs, inter alia, to check that the services
being delivered were timely and efficient, and that they were generating good levels of
satisfaction among the citizens who used them. The role of performance measurement
within NPG is less clear. While it is certainly not ruled out, some of the main texts
within this stream of thinking scarcely mention it (Klijn and Koppenjan, 1997; Teisman
et al., 2009; Osborne, 2010). It is difficult for the advocates of NPG to discuss perfor-
mance measurement, for at least two reasons. First, they tend to associate it with the

TRAJECTORIES OF MODERNIZATION AND REFORM 109



enemy—NPM. Second, they do not yet appear to have a strong answer to the difficult
question of ‘How are we to measure the performance of a network?’, although a few NPG
scholars have begun to address it.

4.8 Transparency and open government

One widespread and noticeable tendency has been the embrace by many countries of
concepts of ‘transparency’ and ‘open government’. In 1980 only a few states had freedom
of information (FoI) legislation—most notably Sweden (since the eighteenth century) and
the USA (since 1966). But by 2005 fifty-nine countries had adopted laws of this kind
(Roberts, 2006, pp. 14–15). Among them were Australia (1982), Canada (1982), Germany
(2005), New Zealand (1982), and the UK (2002). The underlying idea seems to have been
that citizens were entitled to see both what their governments had decided and how they
were deciding it—that transparency was a fundamental feature of a democracy. This line of
reasoning constituted a development of an older, more limited debate about accountability
(Pollitt and Hupe, 2011).

Although the rhetoric around transparency and openness may seem to have been
principally concerned with rendering politicians more visible and accountable, it also
held considerable implications for public managers. Traditional bureaucracies have long
been associated with secrecy, and with the idea that the possession of information is a
form of power. Therefore, to expect bureaucrats suddenly to become ‘transparent’ and
‘open’ was quite a leap. Further, ‘An attempt to remove restrictions on access to informa-
tion is . . . a challenge to social hierarchy within public agencies’ (Roberts, 2006, p. 49).
Additionally, the development of ICTs meant that public access to documents took on a
more immediate and comprehensive form. Were citizens to be allowed to peer into the
internal email traffic of a ministry? How fast was this access supposed to be—could Joe
Public read today’s submissions to the minister, and if not, why not (Roberts, 2006,
pp. 199–230)?

Unsurprisingly, in practice, governments drew new defensive lines to protect their most
sensitive forms of decision-making (Roberts, 2006). Certain categories were excluded from
most freedom of information provisions (e.g. defence and security). Privacy considerations
also pointed to the need for some restrictions (it would be wrong, for example, for the
opening up of public records to lead to the personal details of citizens’ health or financial
circumstances becoming publicly available). Procedures for applying for documents were
made more or less elaborate, and this itself prevented instant access. Fees were applied to
discourage frivolous requests. Politicians and their officials found new ways (or redis-
covered old ways) of having discussions off the official record—without leaving a docu-
mentary trail. Privatized and contracted-out services were often deemed to be beyond the
reach of FoI legislation. And so on. Furthermore, the pro-transparency effects of more
sophisticated ICT systems seem, in some instances at least, to have been offset by a
slackening of the traditional bureaucratic punctiliousness in record-keeping—especially
in the more fragmented, high-NPM regimes (Pollitt, 2009a; Weller, 2002). The new PPPs
sometimes found themselves working more to the confidentiality norms of their private,
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corporate partners than to the higher standards of public accountability. Yet despite all
these qualifications, the ‘transparencymovement’ hasmade a real change to the daily lives
of many public officials. Even the ‘Eurocrats’ have to reckon with the fact that, by a 2001
regulation, sooner or later, what they write or say at meetings may well become ‘public’.
We may also note that the most intensive use of FoI provisions nearly always comes not
from individual citizens, heroically holding their public authorities to account, but from
corporate interests (looking for technical or commercial information), or from lobby
groups and journalists looking for a story. Humble citizens, on the whole, made little
use of FoI, so its proponents’ claims that it would increase citizen participation and trust
have thus far found limited evidence to support them (Worthy, 2010).
Interestingly, transparency is not something which seems to fit neatly into some of the

groupings which we have found are important for other aspects of reform. There is great
variation both in formal transparency regulations and, crucially, in how rigorously they
are implemented (Mungiu-Pippidi, 2015; OECD, 2015, pp. 116–21). Thus we cannot say,
for example, that the core NPM states were way ahead (or behind) in the transparency
stakes. In fact the leading countries come from rather different categories—Sweden and
the USA. The UK FoI legislation was rather late in coming and turned out to be quite
restricted in practice, whereas the consensual Dutch, for example, were more open. It
could be argued that transparency should be something especially associated with the
NPG. After all, the ideal from an NPG perspective might be a horizontal network of
mutually interdependent actors, freely exchanging information, open to new members,
and informing and consulting each other on all important moves. It sounds much more
open than a traditional, secretive, bureaucratic hierarchy. Yet it is evident that there are
often considerable practical difficulties standing in the way of any such vision being
realized. One is that partnerships with private sector companies often mean that different
actors in networks operate to different standards of transparency—the private companies
claim large areas as ‘commercial-in-confidence’ (Wilks, 2013). Even non-profit organiza-
tions from the civil society sector may not relish being asked tomeet the same standards of
disclosure as a government ministry or public agency.

4.9 Modes of implementation

In this section we move from the ‘what’ of reform to the ‘how’. This poses an immediate
problem. It is usually harder for academics to obtain systematic information about how
reforms are being put into practice than about what the reforms are (this applies, inter alia,
to both performance management and to transparency). Governments are frequently
keen to announce what they are going to do but are understandably less energetic in
offering a blow-by-blow account of how things are going. Some aspects of implementation
are particularly hard to research and write about: it is only rarely that we get scientific
accounts of the strengths and weaknesses of individual leaders and managers, of the
resentments and conflicts which reforms so easily stimulate, of the compromises and
threats by which these are often settled, and so on (though journalistic treatments are
more common). There is plenty of circumstantial evidence to indicate that such factors
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can be influential in determining the success or failure of some innovations, but these
things can rarely be subject to rigorous testing (although see Kelman, 2005).

What can be seen from the outside is the broad direction and energy of implementation
that seems to be characteristic of a particular government during a particular period. Even
this is partly impressionistic, but, pending more systematic comparative evidence, is
worth recording nonetheless. Here we will quickly review three aspects:

• the extent to which reform has been a top-down or bottom-up exercise;

• the extent to which new organizations and structures have been created specifically to
advance reform (the alternative being the pursuit of reform through existing structures);

• the intensity of reform, that is, have governments barged ahead, trampling opposition
underfoot, or have they tiptoed delicately, consulting and cooperating with the other
stakeholders (such as public service unions) as they go?

The distinction between top-down and bottom-up reforms has itself to be used with some
caution. These are not two separate categories but poles on a spectrum which passes
through ‘top-down-guided bottom-up’ and even ‘middle outwards’. So there are more
intermediate cases than pure polar examples. Furthermore, since our focus is principally
on central governments, it must be acknowledged that what constitutes the ‘bottom’ of
central government (let alone the EU Commission) may still be far above the street.

Bearing these caveats in mind, we can go straight to a major generalization about
implementation. It is that all three aspects have in practice gone hand in hand, that is, those
countries which have employed more top-down strategies also tend to have created more
new institutions and to have pushed on with reform at a more intense pace (Hammer-
schmid et al., 2016). Furthermore, the core NPM countries again stand out as a separate
group—it is they, more than Germany and France, more than the consensual Dutch and
the Nordics, more even than the voluble Americans or the somewhat quieter Canadians,
who have driven reforms from the top, with relentless speed, throwing up all manner of
new organizations—and new types of organization—as they have rushed onward. The
range of implementation styles therefore matches very well the characteristics of
politico-administrative regimes which were identified in Chapter 4.

There is space here to offer only brief illustrations of these generalizations, although
evidence for them continues to accumulate throughout the book. One way of doing this
would be to compare the reform process in, say, Finland, Germany, and the UK (i.e. an
active modernizer of a roughly NWS-ish character, a country that has been fairly conser-
vative with respect to management reform, and an ‘NPM-enthusiast’).

In Finland, considerable reforms have been implemented, and the numbers of civil
servants has been markedly reduced, but this has been done in a low-key way and at a
relatively leisurely pace. Furthermore, high levels of continuity have been maintained
despite the existence of many different coalition governments over the relevant period.
The reform programme that was launched in 1987/8 was still being ‘rolled out’more than
a decade later (although by then there were naturally new items on the agenda as well). It
was conceived and coordinated mainly by the Ministry of Finance and, in that sense, was
fairly ‘top-down’. It was of broad scope, affecting all or most of the central government,
but could not directly apply to the municipalities, which enjoyed the constitutional
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autonomy which allowed them to decide on their own reforms. A good example of a
central government reform would be results-oriented budgeting, one key element of the
broader programme. It began with a small number of voluntary pilot projects from 1988,
and then developed into a government decision to extend the system to all ministries and
their agencies. The target was to have the system fully in place by the beginning of 1995—
seven years after the launch. On the organizational dimension, new forms of state-owned
companywere a significant innovation, and the system of central agencies was extensively
remodelled during the mid-1990s, but the ministries themselves remained largely undis-
turbed. Personnel reforms were placed on the statute book, but came into use only slowly
and on a limited scale. The Finns paid close attention to reforms throughout the OECD
world, and were active members of PUMA and other international bodies, but they
imported reform ideas cautiously and selectively, adapting them to fit the Finnish
politico-administrative system. Privatization and quasi-market mechanisms were elem-
ents of the NPM package that the Finns treated with considerable reserve. There was no
‘rush to the market’, and no large political constituency for the idea that the market was
automatically superior to the ‘nanny state’ (Ministry of Finance, 1997; Pollitt et al., 1997).
As indicated earlier, the Finns put in place elements for the strategic planning of govern-
ment programmes, but these remained quite loose, and were not easily reconciled with the
day-to-day practical realities of coalition government (Ministry of Finance, 2013). The
shift from Social Democrat-led coalitions (1995–2003) to a Centre Party-led coalition (after
2003) did not lead to any great change in modes of implementation.
The federal German government was more conservative than its Finnish counterpart.

There was no broad programme of management reform at the federal level (though there
was considerable activity in a number of Länder and municipalities—see Appendix B). The
main laws governing the civil service were not changed. No flocks of new organizations
were created. There was no drastic downsizing. German activity at PUMA and in other
international fora was modest in terms of active participation in the global debate about
management reform. Many of the leading German academics appeared to be lukewarm or
actively hostile to NPM thinking (König, 1996; Derlien, 1998). When faced with the huge
administrative challenge of reunification, the government decided not to innovate, but to
transplant virtually the whole of the existing system in West Germany to the former East
Germany—to create what was, in effect, a newWeberian state out of a defunct Communist
one. Overall, there was plenty of modernization in Germany, but it took place mainly at
local and provincial levels, and it proceeded in an incremental fashion, with many local
variations (König and Siedentopf, 2001; Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014). Implementa-
tion at federal level tends to proceed by way of pilots or programmes within one or two
ministries, rather than by ‘fanfare’ changes right across the federal government (Bach and
Jann, 2010).
The implementation process in the UK was more hectic, harsh, and sweeping than in

either Finland or Germany (and it began in 1979, a decade earlier than in Finland). Wave
after wave of broad-scope reform followed each other, often to the accompaniment of
assertively doctrinaire statements by ministers. Most change was decidedly top-down. In
central government Rayner Scrutinies (1979) were followed by the Financial Management
Initiative (1982), the Next Steps Programme (1988), the Citizen’s charter (1991), the Private
Finance Initiative, the downsizing of a number of ministries (1994–7), the introduction of
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accruals accounting right across central government, and then a helter-skelter of further
reforms under the New Labour administrations of 1997–2010 (Pollitt, 2007). A good
flavour of the Blair reform process can be had from the book Instruction to deliver, an
account by the head of the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit (Barber, 2007). He refers to
‘the danger of underestimating the extraordinary deadweight force of institutional inertia’
(p. 72), to the fact that ‘The plans that were returned to us from the departments . . . varied
from the barely adequate to the absolutely dreadful’ (p. 85), and asserts that ‘Bold,
sustained leadership is a prerequisite for transformation; professions, left to themselves
rarely advocate more than incremental change’ (p. 144). Barber makes it clear that his
favourite reading consisted of upbeat generic management texts by American business
school professors.

Over our period (1980 to date), extensive personnel reforms led to wider application of
individual contracts for senior public officials, extensive use of performance-related pay,
and the decentralization of most personnel authorities to individual ministries and agen-
cies. Central government also drove radical reforms in subnational and local government,
often in a directivemanner that would have been impossible in either Finland or Germany.
MTMs were imposed on the NHS, education, and community care. Many new types of
organization were created, including urban development corporations, city technology
colleges, grant-maintained schools, an Audit Commission, NHS trusts, various types of
public housing agency, and so on.

The sense of urgency and top-down pressure characterized a wide range of sectoral
reform policies over a long period. Thus, for example, a comparative study of policy-
making in the police and hospital sectors in England and Belgium (1965–2005) found a
consistent difference in terms of the speed and scope of management reforms (Pollitt and
Bouckaert, 2009). Throughout these four decades there had been more change, and more
radical change in England. An American scholar summed matters up well when he wrote
‘the kind of changes brought about by Mrs Thatcher and Mr Blair . . . are unthinkable in the
United States. They are, as well, unthinkable on the Continent’ (Lynn, 2006, p. 120).

At first sight our three big models—NPM, NWS, and NPG—may appear to be about
content/substance rather than modes of implementation. However, a little further
thought shows that they have, at the very least, some implications for implementation.
That is because each (see Table 1.3) adopts a particular dominant (though not exclusive)
mode of coordination. Logically, therefore, one might suppose that these modes of
coordination would also be the prime ways in which supporters of these models would
try to get their distinctive types of reform put into action, in which case we could expect to
see NPM reforms implemented through market-type mechanisms, NWS reforms imple-
mented through hierarchies, and NPG reforms being negotiated through networks. Unfor-
tunately the historical record suggests that there has been no such neat correspondence.
Some of the biggest NPM reforms (such as the introduction of a quasi-market within the
UK NHS from 1989) were implemented by a fierce use of hierarchical authority, beating
down opposition and criticism. Hierarchical authority has also often been used to make
NPG partnerships or NPM contracting out mandatory. Major reforms such as the French
LOLF or the US NPR or the radical New Zealand changes of the 1980s have all been
founded on statutory authority, with new laws being pushed through parliaments by
executive governments. Indeed, it seems that few of the most significant reforms covered
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by this book have been implemented without at least a dose of hierarchical authority to
speed them on their way. (One is reminded of Adam Smith here—it is sometimes forgotten
that he saw quite clearly that competitive markets required active maintenance by gov-
ernment authority if they were to survive and not degenerate into cartels.) So although we
may profitably discuss alternative coordinating mechanisms for the day-to-day manage-
ment of public services, we should also remember that our chosen field—structural and
procedural changes in central government—lies close to political and legislative power.
This means that it is frequently conflictual and that, in consequence, the implementation
of reforms very often require a measure of power and authority to get them off the ground.
In so far as any of the three models fail to allow for that, they will remain inadequate or
incomplete guides to the actual business of reform.

4.10 Key trajectories: the ‘4Ms’

There are many ways of characterizing reform trajectories. One which we developed in
previous editions of this book was the ‘4Ms’:

• Maintain
• Modernize
• Marketize
• Minimize

These represent four very different attitudes towards the machinery of the state. Those
governments which have tried to maintain want to hold on to the machinery they
have—to their existing administrative structures and processes—as far as possible.
Their response to environmental changes is therefore to make small, incremental
changes—just enough, they hope, to cope with new challenges and trends. It is an
essentially conservative response which, by implication at least, assumes that the
world can still be best handled through familiar practices. By contrast modernizers have
a positive attitude towards change, seeing opportunities for improved services and better
regulation if major changes are made in an effort to keep the state machine fully
professional and up to date. Such an approach is founded on the underlying assumption
that, if regularly modernized, the state apparatus can be trusted to deliver robust policies
and high-quality services. Marketizers also favour large-scale change, but of a very par-
ticular kind. They see market-type mechanisms (MTMs) as the key to a more efficient
and user-responsive public administration. Performance management, competitive ten-
dering, contracting out, and ‘internal markets’ are among the ways in which private
sector disciplines (which are believed to encourage better performance) are injected into
the public sector. Finally minimizers are fundamentally suspicious of the state machine
and therefore want to make it as small as possible. Large-scale privatization is the main
way of doing this, along with incessant attacks on ‘red tape’ and new procedures (such as
regulatory impact analysis) to deter officials from creating more new regulations than are
absolutely necessary. There might also be a fifth ‘M’, but we will come to that in
Section 4.12.
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It should be said straight away that these are four ideal-type trajectories, and most
actual reform packages represent a mixture of these four. Nevertheless, previous users of
this text have found that the 4Ms do have some heuristic value (partly because, we would
argue, they do reflect the underlying assumptions and values which are often held by
executive politicians). In this spirit, we will now apply them to the evidence assembled
thus far.

In Chapter 1, the questions was first posed as to whether all twelve states were following
one basically similar route (first mapped out by the Anglo-American countries) or whether,
at the other extreme, there was no discernible pattern to themultiplicity of reforms—just a
national and international game of reform ad hockery? In terms of the 4Ms the reform
policies of the Anglo-American countries have been dominantly marketizing, with occa-
sional tones of both minimizing and modernizing. That is, of course, another way to
describe the NPM model. On the basis of the evidence developed earlier—and set out at
greater length in Appendix B—what can now be said in response to this question?

A first observation is that there has been more than one trajectory but the picture is
not chaotic. Some trends and partial patterns seem to stand out rather clearly. The
points of departure (alphas) were, as Chapter 4 made clear, very different from each
other (Lynn, 2006).

A second point is that trajectories would be much more likely to converge if every
government in every country shared the same omega—the same vision of the desired
future arrangements that the reforms were intended to propel that jurisdiction towards.
However, it does not seem that there is such a universally shared vision. To put it another
way, none of the 4Ms is internationally dominant. Some governments in some periods
have had the relatively modest ambition of ‘lightening’ the existing bureaucracy, through
deregulation and streamlining, and simultaneously saving money by tightening up on
budgets and financial management. For most of the 1980s Germany fell into this
category—at the federal level, though not locally. So did Italy, as well as the European
Commission. Onemight think of this as an essentially conservative strategy ofmaintaining
as much as possible of the status quo by taking steps to make current structures and
practices work better—tightening up rather than fundamentally restructuring.

Other states (or the same states at different periods) have been somewhat more adven-
turous. They have acknowledged the need for fairly fundamental changes in the way the
administrative system was organized. Such changes typically included budget reforms
which move towards some form of results or performance budgeting, some loosening of
personnel rigidities (but not necessarily the abandonment of the concept of a distinctive
career public service), extensive decentralization and devolution of authority from central
ministries and agencies, and a strengthened commitment to improving the quality and
responsiveness of public services to citizens. Within this group of modernizers there are
different emphases as betweenmanagerial modernization (concentrating onmanagement
systems, tools, and techniques) and participatory modernization (giving greater salience
to devolution of authority to subnational governments, and to developing user-
responsive, high-quality services and forms of public participation). We might term the
two emphasesmodernizing (managerial) andmodernizing (participatory). Both fall within the
broad model of NWS, first outlined in Chapter 1 (and about which we will be saying more
in a moment). The two strands are not directly opposed, or mutually wholly exclusive, but
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in practice each country in each period seems to be stressing the one side rather than the
other. Broadly (and this is very broad) onemight see something of a north–south difference
in continental Europe, with the participatorymodernizers tending to bemore in the north
(Finland, Netherlands, Sweden) and the managerial modernizers being a bit further south
(France and, later on, Belgium and Italy).
Further, one might link these shades of difference with deeper cultural orientations—

the northerners being more open and egalitarian, the central and southern Europeans
more hierarchical and technocratic (Bouckaert, 2007). Within both subgroups of modern-
izers, moves to privatize state-owned commercial organizations have been selective and
gradual, with intermediate forms such as state-owned enterprises or companies being
extensively resorted to before or instead of outright privatization. In a way Germany
belongs to this group also—as is clear from the many subnational reforms which took
place from the mid-1980s onwards. In Germany, however, there was also a striking
increase in participation (again at the subnational levels), mainly through the introduc-
tion of locally binding referenda, from the early 1990s onwards. However, our main focus
here is on central governments and, at that level, a serious move towards modernization
came late (at the end of Chancellor Kohl’s third term) and even then did not make much
headway. Thus, for example, the basic official document describing the federal public
service in 2009 remained heavily concerned with legal categories and rules, and said
remarkably little about specific reforms, other than in the relatively innocuous area
of e-government (Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2009).
A third group also wanted to make substantial—sometimes fundamental—reforms, but

held a particular view of what the most successful kind of change was likely to be, namely,
the introduction of more competition and MTMs and businesslike methods within the
public sector. They were the core NPM states. These countries favoured quasi-markets,
large-scale contracting out and market testing, contractual appointments and
performance-related pay for civil servants, more people brought in from outside the
traditional career pattern, and a general reduction of the distinctiveness of the public
sector vis-à-vis the private. They were also the most enthusiastic about importing private
sector techniques such as accruals accounting, Business Process Re-engineering (BPR),
benchmarking, and franchising into the public sector. Australia, New Zealand, and the
UK all fit this category, at least for considerable parts of the period under scrutiny. So does
the USA, particularly with regard to contracting out and the application of business
techniques (Kettl, 2016). Occasionally the Netherlands, Finland, and Sweden (the ‘north-
ern Europeans’) have ventured into this territory, but only selectively, remaining more
usually among the modernizers of the previous group.
Finally there is also the omega or possibility of a minimal state, where everything that

could possibly be privatized is privatized, leaving only a ‘nightwatchman’ administrative
apparatus, performing core functions that the private sector is quite unable or unwilling
to perform. Massive privatization and wholesale downsizing of public sector organiza-
tions would be key features of this approach. None of our twelve countries has consist-
ently adopted this minimizing position, which has existed in full-blown form only in
the tracts of right-wing politicians and theorists. Rhetorical empathy for such minimal-
ism had been found on the lips of President Reagan, but there the gap between practice
and vision was particularly wide (during his presidency federal civilian employment
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actually increased—Kettl, 2016, pp. 46–7). More generally, the USA remains difficult to
classify: there have been strong elements of modernization, but also a considerable
thrust towards marketization. It is certainly not Weberian, but at the same time it is,
in part, highly legalistic and sometimes very bureaucratic.

Canada is also rather an ‘awkward customer’ from the point of view of our typologies,
since during the 1980s and early 1990s it shared much of the marketizing rhetoric of
Thatcher and Reagan, but did not in fact go far in implementing those ideas. While the
culture is not of a strong central state like France, it has clung to the tradition of a fairly
stable and neutral senior civil service, unlike the American ‘spoils’ system. One might say
that it was in the NPM camp as far as its openness to Anglophone marketizing ideas was
concerned, but that its federal divisions, and the continuing anchor of a non-partisan
central civil service, have helped to moderate the scope and pace of change, and to
preserve considerable elements of modernization.

Thus there is, in our view, a pattern. We might say that there are two obvious
groupings, and then some ‘hybrid’ or ‘hard-to-classify’ cases (although these are import-
ant exceptions). The first and best-known grouping is that of the NPM marketizers—
Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and, in words, if not always in deeds, the USA (though
in that case we should repeat that more radical examples of NPM can easily be found at
the subnational level rather than the federal level). We call this the core NPM group—
they all see a large role for private sector firms and techniques in the process of
restructuring the public sector. The second grouping is the continental European
modernizers—Finland, France, the Netherlands, Italy, and Sweden (and Belgium and
Germany, if one goes below the federal level). They continue to place greater emphasis
on the state as the irreplaceable integrative force in society, with a legal personality and
operative value system that cannot be reduced to the private sector discourse of effi-
ciency, competitiveness, and consumer satisfaction. They thus continue, in modern
form, their nineteenth- and twentieth-century traditions of strong statehood and a high
status for the top, career civil servants. Of course, the pace and precise mixture of
change has differed between members of this modernizing group. Reform has come
later and more gradually to the ‘central Europeans’ (Belgium and Germany) than to the
‘northern Europeans’ (Finland, the Netherlands, and Sweden). France has matched the
pace of the northern group, but for a long time was more resistant to marketizing ideas,
and to much of the Anglophone rhetoric around NPM. Since 2000, however, and
particularly since Sarkozy took on the presidency in 2007, it looks as though NPM-
type ideas have gained a somewhat firmer foothold at the heart of the French admin-
istration (see France country file, Appendix B). Italy has been quite volatile on the
surface—especially in the mid-1990s—but simultaneously exhibits some deeper cultural
and organizational continuities.

A further distinction is that the ‘northerners’ have given their modernization efforts a
stronger citizen-oriented, participatory flavour than the central Europeans. Nevertheless,
when compared with the core NPM group, we can say that the continental Europeans as
a group—north and south—have shared a more positive attitude towards the future role
of the state and a less sweepingly enthusiastic attitude towards the potential contribu-
tion of the private sector within the public realm (Lynn, 2006; Ongaro, 2009; Pollitt
et al., 2007).
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4.11 The impacts of austerity

To a greater or lesser degree all the reform trajectories we have been describing were
interrupted, or at least deflected, by the aftermath of the 2008 global economic crisis. It
is true that the impacts varied considerably between our twelve countries (beingmildest in
Germany and Sweden and most harsh in Italy), but virtually the whole of Europe and
North America suffered to some extent. Between 2007 and 2014, government investment
fell in nearly all the countries treated here (Anheier and Alter, 2016; OECD, 2015,
pp. 78–9). In most of them there were also significant cuts in current spending, especially
through civil service job freezes, pay freezes, and similar across-the-board devices (Kickert
and Randma-Liiv, 2015; OECD, 2015). Falling public investment means that ageing public
assets such as roads, hospitals, schools, or flood defences are not renovated or replaced as
soon as is desirable (the USA, for example, has a large backlog of decaying public infra-
structure). Civil service freezes and cuts may not directly damage reforms, but they
certainly do notmuch encourage them either. Reform agendas become dominantly geared
to savings rather than improvements in service quality or quantity. Many managers
understandably focus on simply trying to preserve the core offerings of their service, rather
than seeking improvements (and still less expansion).
In a seminal article entitled ‘Into an age of multiple austerities’, Lodge and Hood (2012)

described four possible trajectories for the austere futures of selected European states. Their
analysis went wider than just the aftermath of the global economic crisis. They brought
together three principal dimensions: the financial vulnerability of each state, the predict-
able impacts of demographic change, and the likely consequences of environmental risk
(climate change). Lodge and Hood argued that in terms of these three ‘outside-in’ pres-
sures, states could be grouped into three categories. Among the highly vulnerable were
Greece, Ireland, Japan, Poland, and Portugal. Among those of medium vulnerability were
Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Slovakia, Spain, and the UK. Australia,
Sweden, and Switzerland fell into the least vulnerable category. The article suggested
that there were a variety of possible responses to these external pressures. First, there
could be a revival of the ‘directing state’, with governments trying to take greater control
of the economy and to develop central strategies for addressing demographic and climatic
change. This could be thought of as a kind of modernizing response. Second, in the
desperate search for savings and short-term growth governments could hollow themselves
out and allow businesses to take over large swathes of the public sector, under a mantle of
light-touch regulation. This would be, in terms of our 4Ms, the minimal state trajectory.
Third, the emphasis could be on developing a local communitarian state, characterized by
local solutions and self-help. We don’t really have an ‘M’ for this, although in terms of our
three models it could be thought of as a very particular decentralized version of the
NPG. Fourth, governments could struggle on in the current mode, throwing huge pres-
sures on public servants to do more with less, resulting in a state of ‘barely coping’ (Lodge
and Hood, 2012, p. 86). This could be seen as a maintaining strategy, but one embarked
upon in circumstances deeply unfavourable to the success of such a conservative
approach.
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4.12 Back to the models

It is time to return to our three models: NPM, NWS, and NPG. What is the relationship
between these and the 4M trajectories we have just introduced? As has already been said,
both are heuristic attempts to give a rough shape to a very complex and messy reality. The
three models are, in a sense, omegas—desired future states. Thus debates proceed about
how close different national regimes are to a particular ideal, and about how rapidly or
slowly they aremoving towards (or away from) it. The 4Ms, however, are trajectories, paths
towards different omegas. Clearly, there are some quite close relationships here but, at the
same time, there is no neat one-to-one ‘fit’ between the 4Ms and the three models.
Most obviously, both minimization and marketization are related to the NPM model.

NPM applauds, some would say idealizes, the world of private sector competitive business.
The minimization trajectory hands over as much as possible of state activity to the private
sector. In parallel, marketization encourages those functions which (for whatever reasons)
are left within the publicly owned sector to behave in the most businesslike ways possible.
Modernization, by contrast, expresses an underlying faith in the professionalized public
service, and is therefore allied with the vision of an NWS. Maintain is not a trajectory
closely associated with any of our three models—it is, as already said, a conservative
response which aims to hold as fast as possible to the existing ways of doing things. Of
course, these ‘existing ways’ are very different in different countries: decentralized, cor-
poratized, and legalistic in Germany (for example), centralized and market-favouring in
the UK, or decentralized and market-favouring in the USA.

The odd one out here is obviously the NPGmodel. None of the 4Ms is directly or closely
linked to that omega. What, therefore, would a trajectory aiming at the NPG omega look
like? It would stress partnerships, not only with private sector businesses but with civil
society associations (non-profits, charities, etc.). It would pursue decentralization, with a
larger role for local communities and groups. It would prize the acquisition of the skills of
managing networks of stakeholders. It is not minimization. It is not marketization,
because cooperation is favoured more than competition. It is not modernization, at least
not in the NWS sense, because advocates of NPG are wary of technocracy and the
essentially hierarchical authority of the major public service professions. In short, we
need a new term for an NPG-vectored trajectory. Perhaps something like mobilization
would do: the notion that it is government’s core job tomobilize lots of other stakeholders
in ways that encourage them to pursue public goals. But the larger problem is not
terminological: it is empirical. It is that it is very difficult to isolate and track such
collaborative reforms. The language of collaboration and partnership is everywhere, but
much of the substance of what is being done is more like marketization or minimization
(see, e.g., Wilks, 2013, on partnership), or it is a process where central government
dominates the networks of stakeholders. This last situation is so common that it has
acquired its own title—‘networks in the shadow of hierarchy’. In an era of fiscal austerity
collaboration may even be quite a cynical strategy—a way of trying to get other parties to
take over the running of public services (or parts of them) on the cheap. Therefore, it is
hard to ascertain, at least on the large, international level at which this book is pitched,
how far genuinely collaborative trajectories are being developed.
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4.13 Back to the models: the Neo-Weberian State (NWS)

The NPM group of states are well known in the Anglophone literature, and there is a huge
literature discussing the NPM model (e.g. Boston et al., 1996; Christensen and Lægreid,
2001; Hood, 1996; Kettl, 2000; Lane, 2000; Pollitt, 1995, 2003a, 2016a). The second
group—the continental modernizers—are much less well-advertised, and are sometimes
portrayed simply as laggards or the faint-hearted who have been slow to climb aboard the
NPM train. There is something of this to Gualmini’s interesting account of reforms in
Europe and the USA (we would take issue with some of her distinctions and explanations,
but her basic ‘ranking’ is not dissimilar to our own—Gualmini, 2008). Our interpretation,
however, is muchmore positive. We believe that what we see in the continental European
states is a distinctive reform model, one which we earlier labelled the Neo-Weberian State
(NWS). This was briefly introduced in Chapter 1, but now we have looked at some of the
trajectories and examples, it may be time to spell out this model in rather more detail.
Compared with its much better-known cousin, the NPM, we see the NWS as bearing the
following emphases.

‘WEBERIAN’ ELEMENTS

• Reaffirmation of the role of the state as the main facilitator of solutions to the new
problems of globalization, technological change, shifting demographics, and environ-
mental threat.

• Reaffirmation of the role of representative democracy (central, regional, and local) as the
legitimating element within the state apparatus.

• Reaffirmation of the role of administrative law—suitablymodernized—in preserving the
basic principles pertaining to the citizen–state relationship, including equality before
the law, privacy, legal security, and the availability of specialized legal scrutiny of state
actions.

• Preservation of the idea of a public service with a distinctive status, culture, and to some
extent (though perhaps not as much as in the past) terms and conditions.

‘NEO’ ELEMENTS

• Shift from an internal orientation towards bureaucratic rule-following to an external
orientation towards meeting citizens’ needs and wishes. The primary route to achieving
this is not the employment of market mechanisms (although they may occasionally
come in handy) but the creation of a professional culture of quality and service.

• Supplementation (not replacement) of the role of representative democracy by a range
of devices for consultation and the direct representation of citizens’ views (this aspect
being more visible in the northern European states and Germany at the local level than
in Belgium, France, or Italy).

• In the management of resources within government, a modernization of the relevant
laws to encourage a greater orientation to the achievement of results rather than merely
the correct following of procedure. This is expressed partly in a shift in the balance from
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ex ante to ex post controls, but not a complete abandonment of the former. It may also
take the form of a degree of performance management (see Section 4.4).

• A professionalization of the public service, so that the ‘bureaucrat’ becomes not simply
an expert in the law relevant to his or her sphere of activity, but also a professional
manager, oriented to meeting the needs of his/her citizen/users.

When we introduced this NWS model in a previous edition of this book, it created a small
academic stir. All sorts of extensions and interpretations of the concept began to be aired
(see, e.g., the special issue of The NISPAcee Journal of Public Administration and Policy, 2008).
For example, eastern European scholars began to debate how far the NWS could serve as a
model for the reconstruction of their post-Communist administrations. Regrettably, we
cannot pursue all these interesting directions here. What we can do, however, is to try to
clarify what we mean and what we don’t mean in our deployment of the NWS model. It
arose as a way of trying to identify some rather general common denominators that we
thought we saw in the reform records of the six continental European states covered by
this book, as compared with the core NPM states of Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and
the USA. So it was originally intended primarily as a summary description, not a theory
and not our normative vision either. However, some other commentators have subse-
quently used it as a normative vision, and so in this fourth edition we too have allowed it
something of that quality. In this mode, like NPM and NPG, NWS serves as an omega. It is
a vision of a modernized, efficient, citizen-friendly state apparatus. Further, it is not correct
to identify NWS (as one or two commentators have done) as ‘Weber plus NPM’. Careful
reading of the ‘neo’ elements will show that they do not add up to the familiar NPM recipe
of disaggregation plus competition plus incentivization.

Subsequently Lynn (2008), among others, has pointed out that, before it can do much
more explanatory work, the NWS classification needs to be connected with some kind of
theoretical framework. Were its elements (as spelled out earlier) dependent or independ-
ent variables? If NWS was an approximately accurate portrayal of differences between
certain continental European states and the core NPM states, then why did these differ-
ences arise? These are excellent points, but, again, we cannot go far with them here. We
hope it will suffice if we offer a general indication of the line of our response. It would be
that the NWS—in so far as it captures a set of real differences—represents a particular
instance of path dependency. In this case the path is one where the image of a strong state
that is well placed to help its citizens can still be used to generate positive political returns
(legitimacy). One could say, therefore, that the general idea of an NWS had been con-
structed as part of a political strategy responding to globalization and party political
dealignment. In this sense it could be seen as a defensive strategy by previously corporatist
regimes (Germany, France, the Netherlands, Sweden) to try to protect the ‘European social
model’ and the ‘European administrative space’ from the depredations of globalized neo-
liberalism. ‘Trust us; we can modernize and become both efficient and citizen-friendly’
might be the message.

We are also aware that the label itself, ‘Neo-Weberian State’, may surprise some contin-
ental experts. Among German scholars, for example, the modernizers have sometimes
characterized themselves as anti-Weberian or, at least, as moving away from the Welt von
MaxWeber. We would not disagree with their contention that many of their reforms could
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be seen as diluting or adding new features to the original Weberian ideal type. Nor would
we deny that the conservatives who opposed these modernizers could be seen as wanting
to hang on to the old systems and the old values—as defenders of the Weberian heritage.
Yet, looked at from the outside, what is striking—in comparison with the core NPM states—
is how far the underlying assumptions of a positive state, a distinctive public service, and a
particular legal order survived as the foundations beneath the various national packages of
modernizing reforms. What was going on, it seems, was the modernization of the Weber-
ian tradition, not its outright rejection: a process of addition, not demolition (even if some
of the additions fitted on the foundations rather awkwardly). Consider the following
summary of French reforms:

In France, the importance of administrative law, the successful experience of nationalized, monop-
oly, public service providers in the post war period, and the idea of a ‘general interest’, represented at
local level by the prefect, explain many of the distinctive features of the hybrid modernization
reforms. (Guyomarch, 1999, p. 171)

Finally, the radical marketizers and anti-state minimizers, who were quite common in the
UK, New Zealand, and the USA, never commanded the same degree of political influence
in either the central European states or even the northern group. Their omegas (Figure 4.1)
were different. The prophets of the core NPM states envisaged an entrepreneurial, market-
oriented society, with a light icing of government on top. The northern variant of the
NWS foresaw a citizens’ state, with extensive participation underneath facilitated by a
modernized system of public law that would guarantee rights and duties. Proponents of
the central European variant of the NWS favoured a professional state—modern, efficient,
and flexible, yet still uniquely identified with the ‘higher purposes’ of the general interest.
However, the precision of the NWS model—or the NPM or the NPG for that matter—

must not be exaggerated. As we said at the beginning of the chapter, omegas are frequently
vague or incomplete or both. So the pattern is very rough and approximate, for both
political and organizational reasons. Politically, governments change and may hold dif-
ferent visions of the future, so that, following elections, certain types of reform are
de-emphasized and other types given greater salience. Thus, in the USA, the arrival in
power of the Clinton Democrats resulted in an end to the neglect and sometimes scorn
which the federal civil service had suffered between 1980 and 1992. At least in rhetorical
terms, it shifted reform away from amixture of minimalism (especially under Reagan) and
marketization and towards modernization as the dominant motif. The election of Presi-
dent George W. Bush inaugurated a swing back to marketizing and contracting out,
although 9/11 meant that in some areas (the new Department of Homeland Security)
state provision and intervention actually increased.
A second set of political reasons for ‘untidiness’ is to be found among the pressures

represented by external socio-economic forces (Figure 2.1, box A) and by political
demands (box E). These can blow chosen trajectories off course. Consider, for example,
the balance between three basic types of reform objective. First, there is the objective of
reducing public expenditure, or, at least, restraining its rate of growth. Second, there is the
laudable desire to design better-performing public services—higher quality, greater effi-
ciency, and so on. Third, there is the aim of sharpening accountability and transparency,
and thereby hopefully enhancing the legitimacy of the administration in the eyes of the

TRAJECTORIES OF MODERNIZATION AND REFORM 123



public. These three objectives—all of them widely held and proclaimed among our twelve
countries—exist in some tension with each other. Trouble for governments may blow up
on any of these three fronts at quite short notice. An economic crisis (e.g. the global
economic crisis of 2008) heightens the need for economies and cuts. Revelations of low
standards in, say, nursing homes or public transport, may lead to strident and popular calls
for something to be done. The discovery of cases of corruption or gross waste or conceal-
ment of important decisions may fuel calls for greater transparency and stricter account-
ability procedures (as happened with the European Commission crisis in 1999). When one
or more such events occur, political leaders and their senior officials have, temporarily at
least, to alter the balance of their efforts. ‘Firefighting’may lead to some neglect of longer-
term visions. Progress along a particular trajectory, or towards a particular omega, wobbles
or halts. In particular, the global economic crisis has clearly led tomajor reform ‘detours’ in
a number of countries: ‘Cutback management . . . brings to the fore the trade-off between
short-term goals and long-term goals’ (Pandey, 2010, p. 568).
Organizational factors may also intrude to spoil the possibility of any truly neat pattern.

Implementation difficulties are common, and these can persuade governments to change
instruments, or to ‘soft-pedal’ on types of reform about which they were previously very
enthusiastic. Mr Major’s UK Conservative government soon retreated from the rhetoric of
vigorous competition with respect to the NHS provider market, and took steps to see that it
was closely managed, in an effort to avoid volatility (Pollitt et al., 1998). Following criti-
cism, the Dutch government of the mid-1990s became more cautious about creating
highly autonomous ZBOs and tended to favour more controllable departmental agencies
instead. In the 1990s, M. Jospin’s government in France retreated from some of its public
service reform proposals when faced with large-scale strikes by resistant trade unions. At
the time of writing both the Belgian and the French governments are diluting planned
labour reforms in the face of large-scale strikes by public service and other workers.

More fundamentally, different governments have different capacities for reform, accord-
ing to regime type (as explained in Chapter 3). During the 1980s, for example, the gap
between rhetoric and actual implementation was perhaps particularly wide in Canada and
the USA. Between 1998 and 2006 a number of reforms were announced in Germany, but
in 2008 the view of at least one German scholar was: ‘So far, most of the reform pro-
grammes consist of rhetoric’ (Reichard, 2008, p. 47). During the 1990s one may question
the extent of actual reform achievements within the European Commission, despite the
impressive-sounding rhetoric of SEM 2000 and MAP 2000 (The Evaluation Partnership,
1999; see also the European Commission file, Appendix B).

4.14 Back to the models: the New Public
Governance (NPG)

A final, but important qualification concerning the ‘big picture’we are attempting to paint
in this chapter, is that we do not see the history as simply a clash between NPM and
NWS. That is both far too simple and much too static. To begin with, there have been
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many routine reforms in most of our countries that do not fit exclusively into any of the
three big models introduced in Chapter 1—improving emergency answering services, for
example, or putting tax forms or birth certificates online. Cumulatively such ‘routine’ and
unremarkable reforms can be very significant, but one of the drawbacks of taking an
approach which is structured by big models or theories is that these sorts of changes too
easily fall out of the picture.
Additionally, as we remarked in Chapter 1, there are plenty of other suggested models in

circulation, any of which can be used as a lens through which to categorize the reforms of
the last three decades. More particularly, there is a widespread and somewhat chaotic
theoretical debate about what (if anything) has ‘succeeded’ NPM as a dominant model for
the immediate future (Pollitt, 2016a). We mentioned this in Chapter 1 (Sections 1.8 to
1.10), and we now turn to the idea that could probably be described as the ‘leading
candidate’ to succeed NPM, namely governance. In this book we have followed the NPG
(Osborne, 2010) as one of our three big models, but it is far from being the only version of
governance (Pollitt and Hupe, 2011). So in the remainder of this section we will further
explore both NPG and another governance model, Digital-Era Governance (DEG)
(Dunleavy et al., 2006b).
The NPG is presented as ‘the shadow of the future’—the next stage after, first, traditional

public administration, and then NPM (Osborne, 2010, p. 6). The NPG paradigm is said to
be rooted within network theory. It is worth quoting at length how one of its most vocal
advocates defines it:

It posits both a plural state, where multiple interdependent actors contribute to the delivery of
public services, and a pluralist state, where multiple processes inform the policymaking system.
Drawing upon open natural systems theory, it is concerned with the institutional and external
environmental pressures that enable and constrain public policy implementation and the delivery
of public services within such a plural and pluralist system. (Osborne, 2010, p. 9, italics in original)

For its part, DEG is said to be ‘now the most general, pervasive, and structurally distinctive
influence on how governance arrangements are changing in advanced industrial states’
(Dunleavy et al., 2006b, p. 479). While any technological determinism is denied, its
proponents nevertheless envisage a ‘strong, underlying, upward momentum’ (p. 490).
The key features of DEG are:

• Reintegration: digital technologies facilitate the joining-up of fragmented government
(left behind by NPM) and siloed government (left behind by traditional bureaucracies).

• Needs-based holism: radically to simplify the relationship between agencies and their
clients, using digital technologies and re-engineering processes to strip out unnecessary
steps, repetitions, and duplications.

• Digitization: electronic channels replace traditional ones. The agency becomes its web-
site (Dunleavy et al., 2006b, p. 481).

How far can these two governance models be related to the kinds of evidence we have
introduced in this chapter, and to the interpretations of it we have presented? Our
assessment is: only to a very limited extent. First, neither NPG nor DEG has been set up
as a model to use in comparative analysis. On the contrary, as was earlier the case with the
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NPM (but is not the case for the NWS), they are both usually presented as ‘global waves’.
There is nevertheless a difference between the two models on this score. Whereas
Osborne’s (2010) book on NPG makes very little reference to the possibility of systematic
differences between countries, Dunleavy et al.’s treatment of DEG most certainly does.
They see the actual incidence of DEG as being mediated by ‘a wide range of cognitive,
behavioural, organizational, political, and cultural changes’ (2006b, p. 468). Thus,
although the literature has yet to develop this aspect, the door is open to an examination
of how different political systems, institutional structures, cultures, etc., amend, adapt, or
delay the DEG trajectory. Perhaps by now it would be possible to write a book examining
how far the DEGmodel has got in different countries and why it has gone further in some
than in others. Certainly Dunleavy et al. already envisage a range of possible trajectories,
not just one highroad. Furthermore, their own analysis of e-government schemes in seven
countries already draws out some interesting hypotheses. Among these is the idea that a
high-NPM orientation towards organizational fragmentation and contracting out, com-
bined with weak government handling of powerful international IT corporations, pro-
duces the worst results (as, for example, in the UK—see Wilkes, 2013), whereas a much
more cautious approach to NPM, plus retention of a strong government in-house capacity
to deal with IT companies, leads to far better outcomes (as in the Netherlands—see
Dunleavy et al., 2006a). However, at this point in time it is not possible comparatively to
apply the DEG model across the broader horizon of public management reform as a
whole—it is too early, and the necessary data have not been assembled.

The NPG shares with DEG the use of the term ‘governance’ to denote the inclusion
within the governing process of other social actors apart from governments themselves.
But for our purposes it is different in almost every other way. To begin with, as one can see
from the definition given earlier, NPG is an extremely broad and abstract model. Although
it specifies certain features (e.g. resource allocation is to be made through ‘networks and
relational contracts’), it is largely descriptive and lacking any theoretical ‘motor’. It can be
hard to decide what is notNPG. Indeed, its status as a model is itself ambiguous: ‘it is being
presented both as a conceptual tool with the potential to assist our understanding of the
complexity [of twenty-first century policy implementation and service delivery] and as a
reflection of the reality of the working lives of public managers today’ (Osborne, 2010,
p. 6). Yet within a page it is also being claimed that ‘from being an element within the PA
and NPM regimes . . . public governance has become a distinctive regime in its own right’
(p. 7). Many conceptual schemes are offered, but not much empirical evidence. NPG is
therefore still a long way from being an adequate theoretical vehicle for a comparative,
empirical analysis such as we are attempting here. It is too broad and too general, and gives
little clue on why, how, and when specific things are likely to happen. For the moment at
least, it does not addmuch to the conceptual weaponry we already have in the shape of the
analysis of different types of national ‘house’ in Chapter 3. (Thus, if we wish, we can
already discuss better coordination, ‘joining-up’, contracting, and so on—see Section 4.6—
without needing to posit a whole new ‘regime’ or paradigm.) Nevertheless, there has been
a great deal of debate around governance for roughly two decades, so we will continue to
make references to the NPG as one of our three ‘red threads’ running through the
remaining chapters of the book. While the NPG model may at present appear to be rather
vague and idealistic, it is nevertheless focused on some core contemporary features of
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politics and society (governments sharing power with other social actors in a range of
informal ways). It may yet be developed into something more theoretically precise and
operational.

4.15 In conclusion

Overall, therefore, our interpretation is that, while there has undoubtedly been great
diversity, and while many trajectories turn out to be partial or interrupted, there is a
rough but discernible longer-term pattern beneath the welter of detail. While this pattern
certainly does not mean that each individual reform instrument (performance budgets,
contracting out, etc.) can be ascribed exclusively to one single trajectory (still less to one
group of countries and not to others), it does suggest that there are some usually continu-
ing broad differences between different groups of countries. The trajectories and rhetorics
of reform were significantly different as between, first, the Anglo-Australasian-American
core NPM enthusiasts; second, the early and participatorymodernizers in northern Europe
(NWS—modernizing/participatory) and, third, the somewhat later, more managerially
oriented modernizers in central Europe and the EU Commission (NWS—modernizers/
managerial). It also seems likely that these differences are indeed related to the types of
politico-administrative regimes which were analysed in Chapter 4. In terms of trajectories
or strategies, not every country has played the NPM game, and certainly not many are
doing so now. There is a kind of path dependency, but there is more than one path, and
the specific mechanisms that reinforce certain actions and punish others (i.e. the mech-
anisms which reinforce the path) differ somewhat between majoritarian states and con-
sensual states, between centralized systems and decentralized systems, and between
different cultures (Pollitt, 2008, pp. 40–51). The mechanisms are procedural, structural,
and cultural—would-be reformers can be rewarded or frustrated by procedural rules,
institutional structures, or cultural norms (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009, pp, 153–8). They
can tackle these with greater or lesser skill, and greater or lesser willpower, but they cannot
wish them away. That is why the actual content of the reform (the specifically proposed
actions and techniques) is never more than half the story.
There is, of course, another, uncomfortably sharp question, which has been waiting in

the wings throughout this chapter: can any or all of these trajectories actually work? Can
any of these many reformers in many countries realistically claim that their omega has
been reached? That is, what have been the results of the many efforts at reform? Chapter 5
wrestles with this by no means straightforward issue.
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5 Results: through
a glass darkly

You have to have a long-term strategy but unless it delivers short-term results no one will

believe you.

(Michael Barber, former head of Prime Minister Blair’s Delivery Unit, 2007, p. 75)

The performance of public organizations cannot be reduced to a single dimension, and is

inescapably contestable.

(Boyne et al., 2006, p. 6)

5.1 Results: a slippery concept

The question of what has resulted from all themany reforms is obviously a fundamental one.
Yet it is not at all simple. The label ‘result’ can be applied tomany different aspects, andmay
incorporate a variety of concepts. Talk and decisions and even cultural shifts, as well as actual
actions,maybe considered as important typesof ‘result’ (Brunsson, 1989).Changes in citizen
attitudes are another possible result. But if, in opinion surveys, citizens are shown to ‘feel’
that some service has got better or worse, is that the final word on thematter, or dare we risk
being branded as ‘anti-democratic’ by suggesting that citizens can sometimes be mistaken?
Or at least they can focus on some relativelyminor elements (the hospital food is better; the
new head teacher is very pleasant and convincing) rather than on arguably more important
things (post-operativemortality in thehospital is above average; the school’s examresults are
below average). Perhaps instead of popular opinion, we should place our faith in expert
evaluations? Yetmuch seems to dependonwho is evaluatingwhat, forwhom, andwhy. The
top experts may be able to discriminate between the scientifically first-rate professional
evaluation and the only upper-second-division evaluation, but most citizens and politicians
would struggle to be sure of the difference. Even if you simply ask the top officials in an
organizationwhat they think about a reform they have just been through, these knowledge-
able ‘insiders’ frequently express widely varying opinions of whether it was a success or not
(Ellinas and Suleiman, 2008; Hammerschmid et al., 2016). A full discussion of ‘results’
therefore embraces the wider questions of ‘results for whom, defined by whom, against
what criteria, and in pursuit of which objectives.’ It would be all somuch easier if the popular
question ‘And what were the actual results?’ could just be given a straightforward, concrete
answer, but usually it can’t. It should also benoted that ‘results’ are closely tied to the concept
of ‘performance’, and performance became one of the core concerns of those advocating the
New Public Management (NPM). Performance also outgrew NPM, and today remains a
central concern for many theorists and practitioners, whether they be sympathetic to or
opposed to NPM ideas (see, e.g., Bouckaert and Halligan, 2008; Boyne et al., 2006; Kettl and



Kelman, 2007; Moynihan, 2008; Talbot, 2010; Van Dooren and Van de Walle, 2008).
Advocates of Neo-Weberian State (NWS) and New Public Governance (NPG) trajectories
also believe that their models will bring, in some sense, better-performing governance.
The remainder of the chapter is divided into sevenmain sections, each with a number of

subsections:

5.2 The big picture: comparing the performance of governments internationally
5.3 Types of result and challenges to assessing them
5.4 Saving money—economies
5.5 Improving efficiency
5.6 Increasing effectiveness
5.7 Enhancing citizen satisfaction and trust
5.8 Beyond the production framework for performance: systems, capacities,

orientations, visions
5.9 Conclusions and reflections

We begin with two sections that engage with some of the conceptual and practical
problems of assessing results. In Section 5.2 we plunge straight into a particularly striking
kind of result—the internationally comparative indicators of ‘good governance’ which
have multiplied in number and increased in prominence over the past decade or so.
We look at these both because of their intrinsic interest and because of the ways in
which they prompt methodological questions over measurement and interpretation.
That leads us straight into Section 5.3, where we enumerate some of the key challenges
in defining, measuring, and assessing results. Inter alia, this involves distinguishing
between a number of different levels at which results can be defined and assessed, and
between a number of different dimensions or aspects of performance.
In the following four sections we look at evidence concerning some typical categories of

results—saving money (5.4), improving efficiency (5.5), increasing effectiveness (5.6), and
enhancing citizen satisfaction and trust (5.7). These are related to the performance frame-
work which was introduced in Chapter 1 (Figure 1.1). After this, in Section 5.8, we look at
some other conceptions of improvement, which are less related to the idea of government
as a producer of goods and services. Finally, in Section 5.9 we reflect on what is known and
what is not about the results of public management reform.
This is thus a long chapter. We think this is justified because of the centrality of the

‘results’ issue for most public managers and their governments. One might say that
the more educated, sophisticated, and aware citizens become, the less they are likely
to be satisfied with their governors offering stirring visions and vague promises of a better
tomorrow, and the more likely they are to ask the question ‘Yes, but where are the results?’

5.2 The big picture: comparing the performance
of governments internationally

Each year since the late 1990s the World Bank has periodically published a collection of
‘Worldwide Governance Indicators’ (WGIs), which apparently measure each country’s
achievements in governing themselves. The WGIs are organized into five main
indicators/scores:
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• Government effectiveness

• Voice and accountability

• Political stability and the absence of violence

• Regulatory quality

• Rule of law

Obviously these dimensions cover both politics and management (see Figure 1.1), so here
we will look more closely at one which seems to have a high management element—
government effectiveness. The government effectiveness scores of our twelve countries in
the 1996–2014 ‘editions’ of the WGIs are shown in Table 5.1.
It is worth interjecting at this point that the WGIs were among a large and growing

number of such international indices—more than 400 comparative indices existed by
2007 (Inter-American Development Bank, 2007). We have selected theWGIs here because
(a) they are among the best-known, and (b) their construction has been extensively
discussed, and therefore they provide a useful basis for looking at some of the problems
of ‘results’. At first sight the WGIs certainly appear formidable: in their 2008 form, for
example, they included 441 individual variables taken from thirty-five different sources
produced by thirty-three different organizations (Kaufmann et al., 2009, p. 7).

What do we see in Table 5.1? At first it appears that the majority of scores have declined
between 1996 and 2014—that government effectiveness is actually declining. Finland
appears to be the only virtuous exception. Then there is the obvious ‘odd man out’—
Italy, which has dramatically lower scores than all the other countries. At the other end of

Table 5.1 Government effectiveness scores (World Bank Governance
Indicators)

Country 1996 2000 2005 2010 2014

Australia 1.66 1.77 1.77 1.77 1.59

Belgium 1.81 1.78 1.74 1.58 1.40

Canada 1.88 1.95 1.91 1.79 1.76

Finland 1.84 2.13 2.16 2.25 2.02

France 1.42 1.72 1.71 1.45 1.40

Germany 1.84 1.91 1.54 1.57 1.73

Italy 0.82 0.77 0.58 0.45 0.38

Netherlands 2.01 2.08 1.95 1.73 1.83

New Zealand 1.94 1.63 1.74 1.81 1.93

Sweden 1.96 1.97 1.89 2.01 1.79

UK 1.88 1.86 1.75 1.56 1.62

United States 1.71 1.84 1.57 1.55 1.46

Source: World Bank (2015)
Note: Scores range between a theoretical maximum of 2.5 and minimum of �2.5.
Methodology is described in Kaufman et al. (2010). The latest update supersedes
all previous releases of the WGI.
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the scale, Finland takes the prize as the most effectively governed state of our dozen.
Exactly where a country ranks in tables like this tends to make the headlines—the media
like to portray such ‘results’ as ‘rising’ or ‘falling’, and to blame or praise the governments
concerned. For example, an analysis of media coverage of PISA (the Programme for
International Student Assessment, another international table, this one concerned with
educational performance) concluded that ‘most of the [British] media focused on where
the UK education system ranked internationally and tended to concentrate on the nega-
tive results using populist and catchy sporting equivalences—being “beaten”, “slump in
the world league” and “failed”’ (Grek, 2008, p. 1).
Onemessage from this chapter is that ‘results’ are very seldom as simple as this. Aggregate

indices such as the WGIs in Table 5.1 conceal a multitude of methodological decisions and
uncertainties, and are actually rather difficult to interpret. And the media’s favoured lan-
guage of winners and losers is usually unhelpful, and not infrequently actively misleading.
In support of these cautionary words, consider the following issues in relation to the

World Bank’s government effectiveness scores (Arndt, 2008; Pollitt, 2010b):

1. The measures are not linked to any underlying theory of effectiveness. ‘A framework is
needed before we measure government effectiveness or propose specific models of what
government should look like. Given the evidence of multiple states of development, the
idea of a one-best-way model actually seems very problematic’ (Andrews, 2008, p. 379).

2. The World Bank’s operational definition of ‘government effectiveness’ (and even more
of ‘good governance’) is woolly and very general. They say it is ‘capturing perceptions of
the quality of public services and the degree of its independence from political pres-
sures, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the
government’s commitment to such policies’ (Kaufmann et al., 2009, p. 6). This defin-
ition raises as many questions as it answers, for example: whose perceptions? What do
they mean by quality (a notoriously slippery term)? How can they measure the average
‘credibility’, when some believe passionately in what a government is trying to do and
others are highly sceptical or cynical? In fact the World Bank does not measure these
perceptions themselves at all—they take a whole series of measures from a number of
other organizations and aggregate them together to form the index.

3. The actual measures which go to make the aggregate score are a tremendous mixture
with no obvious coherence or logic. They include ‘the quality of bureaucracy’, ‘the
quality of public schools’, ‘the quality of personnel’, time spent by senior business
managers dealing with government officials, public satisfaction with roads and high-
ways, and a number of other items.

4. The aggregation procedure for scaling and weighting all these very different measures so
that a single number comes out at the end is complex and debatable.

5. Changes over time are not at all easy to interpret. The sources used to compose the
aggregate indicators vary somewhat from year to year. A change between, say, 2000 and
2010 may mean that there has been an actual change in effectiveness, but it could also
mean (a) that there has been a change in perceptions by the people monitored, but that
this is a false indicator because there has been no underlying real change; (b) that the
ratings of other countries have changed (WGIs are designed so that the global average
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and standard deviation remain the same, so a change in one country’s ratings usually
changes all the other countries’ ratings); or (c) that there has been a change in the
number and/or composition of the sources from which the World Bank draws its data.
This is one reason why we cannot assume, from Table 5.1, that actual effectiveness has
declined in most of the countries shown. The World Bank itself recognizes these
difficulties (World Bank (Latin America and the Caribbean), 2008, p.3).

There are other problems. Even if one accepts the government effectiveness indicators at
face value, it turns out that the most effective governments exhibit very different patterns
of institutions, processes, and practices. When Andrews (2010) examined the high-scoring
countries of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Germany, Denmark, Hong Kong, the Netherlands,
Singapore, Sweden, the UK, and the USA he found that ‘good governments can look very
different’ (p. 11) and that, in the area of public financial management at least, several of the
key ‘best practices’ were no more likely to be adopted by governments scoring highly on
effectiveness than by governments scoring much further down.

However, even if all these criticisms of the WGIs are accepted as having force, that
should not be read as a general rejection of all international performance comparisons.
The WGIs are unusual in several respects. First, they are extremely ambitious, aiming to
sum up the whole universe of ‘good governance’ in just six aggregate scores. Second, they
are similarly ambitious in the breadth of their coverage—212 countries including the
richest and the poorest, liberal democracies and corrupt dictatorships. Third, they are
based on an aggregation of many different data sources, not on data gathered by the
World Bank itself for this specific purpose. Many of the other international comparisons
are less grandiose/more focused in their aims and methods. One example at the other end
of the spectrum might be the OECD’s PISA project, an attempt to measure educational
proficiency at age 15 across sixty-five countries (OECD, 2007). Here the exercise is
confined to a somewhat smaller group of (mainly) developed countries, and the measures
are derived from specially constructed tests, administered in a similar way in each country.
The result is a series of performancemeasures which are highly respected bymany (though
not all) educational professionals, and which have certainly had effects on educational
policymaking in several countries, including Finland and Germany (see Hautamäki et al.,
2008). Table 5.2 gives some idea of what these ‘results’ look like.
Close observers will note that Finland again scores very highly. Italy is again low, though

not so different from the USA and, surprisingly perhaps, Sweden. We say ‘surprisingly’
because in most international comparisons the Nordic countries—Denmark, Finland,
Norway, and Sweden—tend to group somewhere near the top of the tables (Greve et al.,
2016). That is interesting in relation to our three models, since these are all countries with
relatively high public spending, large welfare states, and high taxes. Although they have
certainly borrowed some NPM tools, they are not NPM-intensive, and are certainly not on
minimal state trajectories.

Yet even these carefully collected numbers from carefully administered PISA tests have
their limitations (see, e.g., Goldstein, 2004). For example, they are frequently treated as
though they were a comparative test of the effectiveness of national educational systems.
But they are not well suited to doing that job. First, they are cross-sectional rather than
longitudinal and so do not really offer a reliable analysis of comparative development over
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time. Thus a country that started with very low performance but made huge strides
forward would still appear lower down than a country that had initially had an excellent
education system but which was gently declining. Second, PISA involves testing students
against a test, not against what might happen to be the educational objectives of that
particular school system.
In short, any exercise in measuring government results, whether overall or in some par-

ticular sector or service, inevitably involves a whole series of choices,most of which have some
political as well as technical content (Pollitt, 2013b). There is no single, 100 per cent
‘objective’ and final way of conducting this kind of exercise. So, when using indicators of
results, it is prudent always to look behind the headline figures and see how they have
been constructed, by whom, and for what purposes.

5.3 Types of result and challenges to assessing them

The examples of the World Bank’s WGIs and of PISA lead us into a wider discussion of the
difficulties of finding, measuring, and interpreting ‘results’. To begin with, one needs to
decide what one means by a result. It may be useful to distinguish between four broad
levels of results.
First, operational results. This is perhaps the simplest and most concrete sense of ‘result’.

In principle, operational results are discrete and quantifiable. More outputs are obtained
for the same inputs. Without additional expenditure a programme succeeds in reaching a
higher percentage of its target population. The police focus on car theft, and succeed in

Table 5.2 PISA scores, 2012

Country Mathematics score, 2012 Reading score, 2012 Science score, 2012

Australia 504 (�2.2) 512 (�1.4) 521 (�0.9)

Belgium 515 (�1.6) 509 (0.1) 505 (�0.8)

Canada 518 (�1.4) 523 (�0.9) 525 (�1.5)

Finland 519 (�2.8) 524 (�1.7) 545 (�3.0)

France 495 (�1.5) 505 (0.0) 499 (0.6)

Germany 514 (1.4) 508 (1.8) 524 (1.4)

Italy 485 (2.7) 490 (0.5) 494 (3.0)

Netherlands 523 (�1.6) 511 (�0.1) 522 (�0.5)

New Zealand 500 (�2.5) 512 (�1.1) 516 (�2.5)

Sweden 478 (�3.3) 483 (�2.8) 485 (�3.1)

UK 494 (�0.3) 499 (0.7) 514 (�0.1)

United States 481 (0.3) 498 (�0.3) 497 (1.4)

Source: OECD (2012)
Note: Annualized change in score points in brackets. This is the annual change in PISA score
points from a country’s/economy’s earliest participation in PISA to PISA 2012.
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halving the number of vehicles which are broken into (and so on). Operational results may
be found at the micro, meso, and macro scales. Examples might be a local office which
provides the same service with one fewer staff (micro) or a government which manages to
reduce the overall rate of growth of public expenditure (macro).

Second, there could be improved processes of management or decision-making. Related
matters (such as healthcare and social care) are better coordinated. ‘One-stop shops’/
‘single-window’ arrangements are examples of this—the particular decisions taken and
the information given are not necessarily any different, but they are all conveniently
available in one place. Processes are streamlined (e.g. planning applications are now
processed in only 70 per cent of the average time which they used to take). In the language
of economics, transaction costs are reduced. Much ‘re-engineering’ is about this kind of
improvement. The assumption is normally that process improvements of this type will
lead directly to improvements in operational results—that is, to better or more outputs and
outcomes. Of course, in practice it is necessary to check that this assumption actually
holds—public sector re-engineering projects, for example, do not always produce identi-
fiable effects on final outcomes, or even on outputs.

Changes in process are frequently intended to signal a shift in administrative cultures—
indeed, they are often made with a definite consciousness of their symbolic impact.
A status report on the US National Performance Review (NPR) lists ten pieces of evidence
that government is starting to work better:

• over 90 per cent of National Performance Review recommendations are underway;

• the president has signed twenty-two directives, as well as performance agreements with
seven agency heads;

• over a hundred agencies are publishing customer service standards;

• nine agencies have started major streamlining initiatives;

• agencies are forming labour–management partnerships with their unions;

• agencies are slashing red tape;

• the government is buying fewer ‘designer’ products and doing more common sense
commercial buying;

• throughout the federal government 135 ‘reinvention laboratories’ are fostering
innovation;

• the government is shifting billions of dollars in benefits to electronic payments;

• the federal government is changing the way it interacts with state and local govern-
ments (National Performance Review, 1994, p. 5).

It is noticeable that these were all process improvements. There are no final results here.
Third, a ‘result’ may take the form of some broad change in the overall capacity of the

political or administrative system. The pattern of institutions may be redesigned so as to be
more flexible, with the intention that this will make the system more resilient in dealing
with pressures which are expected to arise in the future. For example, it may be decided that
all senior civil service appointments will be competitive and open to any applicant, rather
than being confined to those already in the civil service and at the relevant level in the
hierarchy. In a way capacity changes are process improvements writ large. They mean that
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government organizations is now able to do more things within a given period of time, or
can do things better—in a more evidence-based or flexible way. But capacity is difficult both
to define and to study, although attempts are now beginning to be made (Stanig, 2014).
Fourth, and finally, ‘results’ may be assessed relative to the degree to which the system

has shifted towards some desired or ideal state—in the language of Chapter 4, an omega.
This is perhaps the most strategic sense of result. It is also the most obviously doctrinal or
ideological. If the ideal is a very small, ‘light’ state apparatus, with most activities under-
taken within the private, market-oriented sector (as seems implicitly to be the case with
some internationalmeasures—Van deWalle, 2006), then publicmanagement reformsmay
be judged in terms of how far they have moved the system in the direction of this vision.
It is immediately apparent that the first and second levels are more precise and concrete

and—potentially at least—quantifiable than the third and fourth. The third and fourth
are both ‘systems-level’ kinds of results, and both involve somewhat abstract and intan-
gible changes, including value shifts and cultural transformations. The claim ‘We issued
more licences last year with 10 per cent fewer staff ’ is a claim about an operational result,
and can probably be checked fairly closely. The claim ‘We are working more closely
together this year and have the skills and ability to handle bigger crises’ (a claim of
enhanced capacity) is far more difficult to test.
A moment’s thought will also indicate that results—at any level—lead to further results.

On level four the ‘result’ of a determined drive towards minimizing the state/maximizing
the market may, for example, be a backlash of voters who wish to safeguard the welfare
state and who succeed in electing a different government which then slows or reverses the
original strategic direction. On level one a 20 per cent improvement in the productivity of
a particular tax collection office in region X may lead top management in the taxation
service to launch an investigation as to why the other collection agencies (in regions Y, Z,
etc.) are not making similar efficiency gains.
There is one last matter to be attended to before we come to the results themselves. We

need to revisit our usage of familiar performance terms such as ‘efficiency’ and ‘effective-
ness’. Despite (or perhaps because of) the frequency of their usage, one should not assume
that such terms always have the same meaning. Terms such as the famous ‘three Es’
(economy, efficiency, and effectiveness) are drawn from a generic input/process/output/
outcome framework that was introduced in Chapter 1 (Figure 1.2), and which is widely
used in both the study and practice of public management. For convenience, we reproduce
it here as Figure 5.1.
This model mainly concerns the first two levels of result discussed earlier—operational

results and process results. The model can itself be applied on various different scales. For
example, it can be deployed at the macro scale, taking the entire apparatus of public
administration as the unit of analysis—the ‘thing’ that produces the output. More com-
monly, however, the input/output model is applied at a meso scale—to programmes (e.g.
healthcare, job creation, road construction) or to individual institutions or organizations
(a tax collection agency, a police force). In each of the following sections we try to look at
‘results’ first at the level of whole countries, then at the level of reform programmes, and
finally at the level of individual organizations.
The model assumes that institutions and/or programmes are set up to address some

specific socio-economic need(s). They establish objectives concerned with these needs,
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and acquire inputs (staff, buildings, resources) with which to conduct activities in pursuit
of those objectives. Processes are then those activities which take place inside institutions,
in order to generate outputs. Processes would thus include, for example, teaching in a
school or recording and labelling within a warehouse. The outputs are the products of
these processes—what the institution ‘delivers’ to the outside world (academic qualifica-
tions, school reports, or, in the warehouse case, issued stock). The outputs then interact
with the environment (especially with those individuals and groups at whom they are
specifically aimed), leading to intermediate and then final outcomes (e.g. students getting
jobs and achieving competence within them, or stock items being used by their pur-
chasers). Ultimately the value of both the processes and the outputs rests on the outcomes.
Finally, the production model of performance can also be used on a micro scale. Parts or
all of it can be applied to the work of individuals, teams, or small groups. In this book,
however, we will operate mainly at the macro and meso scales.

Having thus clarified the conceptual vocabulary of results and performance, we can
quickly point to some very common challenges in identifying results and the reasons for
results. These include the following:

1. Policy objectives are expressed in very vague or even contradictory terms, meaning that
it is hard to knowwhen outputs and/or outcomesmatch the intentions. This has been a
standard observation in policy studies for fifty years or more.
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2. Efficiency is improved but outcomes do not change—or, to put it another way, effi-
ciency improves but effectiveness does not. For example, perhaps we write this book
more quickly than our previous one, and the publishers are able to publish it more
cheaply—yet the number of people buying, reading, or citing the new, more efficiently
produced book does not increase.

3. A particular performance target is hit, but at the cost of other (usually unmeasured)
activities being quietly downgraded and/or neglected (Bevan and Hood, 2006). It is
often said that what is measured gets attention, but the supply of organizational atten-
tion is limited, so choosing what to measure becomes a critical task (Pollitt, 2013b).

4. Outcomes improve (or deteriorate) but it is not certain that this change is the result of
the organization or programme. This is known as the ‘attribution problem’, meaning
that changes in outcomes may be attributed to the programme/organization, whereas
in fact they are caused by something else. A classic case is when the public employment
service is blamed because it fills fewer jobs than it did last year. But the fall may be due
to worsening macroeconomic conditions, over which the public employment service
has no control (and for which it has no responsibility). Or there may even be a
misunderstanding about the direction of the ‘arrow of causation’. Some Swedish studies
seemed to show that, whereas some had claimed that certain reforms had led to
expenditure savings, it actually seemed more probable that forced expenditure reduc-
tions had led to reform (Murray, 1998).

5. There are changes in the way the programme is organized or the results are measured
(or both) whichmean that it becomes impossible precisely to compare the outputs and/
or outcomes before the programme started with those after the programme has had time
to take effect (Hood and Dixon, 2015; Pollitt et al., 1998, p. 164).

In conclusion, it may be worth emphasizing the point that these multiple difficulties in
assessing ‘results’ mean both that failures or weak performances may be missed and that
successes or significant improvements may go unsung. We should not assume that what
we cannot see clearly must be either all bad or all good.

5.4 Saving money—economies

One apparently easily understood result is economy (see Figure 5.1)—the saving of inputs
(which could be actual cash, or materials used, or staff needed—all of which can be
translated into monetary terms). We say ‘apparently’ because ‘savings’ is itself a term
which is used in a variety of ways. As any experienced budget official knows, a ‘saving’
may mean any one or more of the following:

(a) a reduction of the financial inputs compared with the previous year using the current
price basis in each year (i.e. not allowing for inflation);

(b) a reduction of the financial inputs compared with the previous year, using the same
price base for both years (so that, for example, if the nominal/current cash spend in the
previous year was 100 and the nominal/current cash spend this year is 105, but general
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inflation has been 10 per cent, then this will be counted as a saving, despite the fact
that the nominal spend is higher);

(c) a reduction in the financial input for year X compared with the previous forecast input
for year X (such reductions may still leave the inputs higher than they were in the
previous year);

(d) a reduction in inputs with no reduction in the services provided/activities conducted
(i.e. an efficiency gain in terms of Figure 5.1);

(e) a reduction in inputs which leads to a reduction in the services provided/activities
conducted (which may even mean an efficiency loss, depending what the relative
proportions of the reductions in inputs and outputs turn out to be);

(f) a reduction in unit costs (e.g. the cost per application processed). If activity volumes
increase, then perfectly genuine savings in unit costsmay nevertheless be accompanied
by an increase in the budget (because the latter is determined by unit cost � quantity,
so the increase in quantity may outweigh the reduction in unit costs);

(g) the transfer of an activity from one part of the state to another (e.g. from central
government to local government) so that one jurisdiction can show what appears to
be a ‘saving’, though the system as a whole has made no saving;

(h) the transfer of an activity out of the state sector altogether (privatization). In this case
the government ‘saves’ money (at least in terms of gross public spending) and also
wins a one-off receipt in the form of the sale price. The citizen may or may not benefit.
Taxes may go down, or not; the citizenmay now have to buy the same service from the
private sector at the same or even a higher price; or may benefit from lower prices and
higher efficiency—these outcomes all depend on contextually specific factors of mar-
kets, regulatory regimes, management skills, and other variables;

(i) a purely hypothetical future event (as in ‘If we make these changes to our working
patterns now, then in two years time we should be able to reduce our overheads by
15 per cent’).

Claims that savings have been made should therefore always be subject to further ques-
tioning and scrutiny, in order to determine precisely what is meant and what the impli-
cations may be for outputs and outcomes. With that caveat in mind we will now look at
some of the broad evidence concerning ‘savings’.

Despite (or perhaps because of) all the alternative versions of what it means, saving
money has certainly been a salient objective for many countries, and a major influence on
public management reform—especially since the 2008 global economic crisis, but also
long before that. In this and subsequent sections we will begin at the country level, then
go to the level of reform programmes, and finally address examples at the level of individ-
ual organizations or units.

Table 5.3 shows changes in government expenditures as a percentage of GDP (gross
domestic product) between 1980 and 2014. If we are looking for evidence of economies,
we may note that, over the thirty-six-year period, the ratio has fallen in seven countries
(counting New Zealand only from 1995) and risen in five. Particularly large falls are visible
in Germany and Sweden. Large rises appear to have taken place in Finland and France. But
before jumping to the conclusion that this means public management reforms have been
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successful in producing savings in, say, Germany and Sweden, several significant qualifi-
cations must be made.
First, the pattern between countries does not always fit what one might expect from a

crude reading of the record of management reform. For example, Finland and the
Netherlands—both consensual, cautiously reforming regimes—moved strongly in oppos-
ite directions. Meanwhile the UK and the USA—self-styled ‘world leaders’ in reform—did
not change their rank order positions much at all. So there are clearly other influences
behind these aggregates.
Second, the figures tell us little about what kinds of ‘savings’may have been involved here.

In particular they give no clue as to whether reductions in the share of GDP taken by public
spending have been achieved with (a) no losses in efficiency, effectiveness, and quality;
(b) small losses; or (c) severe deterioration in the overall standards and scope of public
services. Neither do they tell us to what extent the ‘results’ have been gained by transferring
large sets of activities to the private sector. In fact there are no good international, compara-
tive datasets to showwhat in these senses has been the ‘price that has been paid’ for ‘savings’.
Indeed, the methodological problems in constructing such a dataset are enormous.
A third qualification is that much depends on the state of the economy at the time the

measurement is taken. In a number of countries the ratio goes up and down—a steady
increase or decline is the exception rather than the rule. In particular, if the economy is
depressed, various kinds of social protection expenditures rise and tax revenues fall.
Governments may also decide to ‘rescue’ failing banks and firms. The public sector then
looms large, while the private sector ceases to grow, or actually shrinks—as happened
during the global economic crisis from 2008. If one inspects the ratios for 2009, it is clear
that they suddenly rose for all our countries. For this reason the public spending/GDP ratio

Table 5.3 General government expenditures as a percentage of GDP

Country 1980 1985 1990 1995 2007 2009 2014

Australia 33.8 38.7 34.8 37.4 34.6 38.2 36.6(1)

Belgium 59.0 62.5 55.2 52.1 47.6 53.2 54.4

Canada 40.5 47.1 46.9 48.5 38.6 43.7 39.4

Finland 36.6 41.6 41.2 61.6 46.8 54.8 58.7

France 46.1 52.2 49.9 54.4 52.2 56.8 57.3

Germany 48.5 47.6 46.0 54.8 42.7 47.4 43.9

Italy 41.7 50.9 53.0 52.5 46.8 51.1 51.1

Netherlands 57.5 59.7 55.6 56.4 42.8 48.2 46.6

New Zealand n.a. n.a. n.a. 41.4 38.6 42.2 40.1(2)

Sweden 61.6 64.7 61.4 65.1 49.7 53.1 53.0

UK 44.8 46.2 42.1 43.9 42.9 49.7 44.5

United States 33.7 36.7 36.1 37.0 36.9 42.9 38.7(3)

Note: The figures for 1980, 1985, and 1990 come from OECD (1992). The figures for 1995 come
from OECD (2009a). The figures for 2007, 2009, and 2014 come from OECD (2015). (1), (2), (3):
data from 2013 rather than 2014.
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can change quite rapidly because of general economic conditions, without this implying
anything at all about the underlying state of management reform. It is a ratio, not a direct
measure of economy or efficiency.

Finally, it is worth noting that even in the countries which, rhetorically at least, were
most strongly pursuing minimalist or marketizing trajectories, public spending continues
to represent a very substantial share of the economy—well over a third for the USA and
over 40 per cent for New Zealand and the UK.

Another common measure of the size of the state has long been the number of staff
employed. For comparative purposes this can be expressed as a percentage of the total
labour force. Table 5.4 gives this information for the period 1985 to 2011.

Here, as we might expect, the rank order shows Sweden, Finland, and France as large-
scale employers throughout the period, and the USA as a much smaller-scale employer.
The dynamics, however, are interesting. Most countries show reductions in the percent-
ages of their labour forces which were public servants between 1985 and 2011, France
being the only exception. Some countries (Australia, New Zealand) appear to have made
very large reductions, some of which will have resulted from the privatization of large
state-owned industries. This does look like a real shrinkage of the state, although to the
extent that public services have been contracted out (rather than fully privatized) the
governments are still paying for them, even if they are no longer staffing those activities.
Obviously these figures are ratios—as in Table 5.3, so much depends on how private sector
employment has grown or decreased. But at least we can say that, as an overall trend, the
share in total employment is down. Furthermore, we know that considerable reductions in
civil service numbers have taken place since 2011, as austerity proceeded.

Now let us turn to the welfare state. Much popular comment, and a good deal of
academic literature, has subscribed to the proposition that the welfare state is in retreat.

Table 5.4 Employment in general government as a percentage of the labour force

Country 1985 1990 1995 2001 2005 2011

Australia 26.9 23.0 13.9 15.2 13.6 15.7

Belgium 20.4 19.3 16.9 17.3 17.1 17.3

Canada 20.2 20.3 17.9 17.2 17.1 17.7

Finland 25.3 23.2 21.0 22.4 21.3 22.8

France 20.5 20.4 21.6 22.3 21.9 21.9

Germany 15.5 15.1 12.2 10.9 10.4 10.6

Italy 15.2 15.6 14.2 15.4 14.2 13.7

Netherlands 15.1 12.9 13.1 12.9 12.8 12.4

New Zealand 27.0 n.a. 20.0 10.1 n.a. 9.7

Sweden 32.7 31.6 29.8 28.7 28.3 26.0

UK 21.6 19.5 12.9 18.2 14.6 18.3

United States 14.8 14.9 14.6 14.7 14.1 14.4

Note: The figures for 1985 and 1990 come from OECD (1992). The figures for 1995 and 2005
come from OECD (2009a). The figures for 2001 and 2011 come from OECD (2013).
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However, if we look at the OECD figures for ‘social expenditure’ (which includes pensions),
they seem to tell a different story (see Table 5.5).
In fact, since 1980 the share of the economy represented by social expenditure has risen

in eleven of our twelve countries. This is a very clear trend. Only in the Netherlands has it
decreased, and there only marginally. One inference here would be that, since Table 5.3
showed most countries reducing the share of general government expenditure, therefore
other areas of spending (not social expenditure) must have carried the brunt of any
reductions. This fits with a detailed recent analysis by Castles (2007), who concluded that
‘in the vast majority of these [OECD] countries, it was not the welfare state, but the core
expenditure state, that was being cut back [during the 1980s and 1990s]’ (Castles, 2007,
p. 21). However, these core cuts were usually insufficient to match the continuing growth
of social expenditure, so another feature of these years was increasing debt—the average
level of gross liabilities in eighteen OECD countries rose from 40.9 per cent of GDP in
1980, to 63.7 per cent in 1990 and 70.0 per cent in 2001 (Castles, 2007, p. 28).
This general trend does not appear to have changed that much in the decade since

Castles’ analysis. For the USA, Kettl (2016, p. 34) has described the situation as follows:

The story of ‘big government’ . . . is the story of growing entitlements and the shrinking of almost
everything else—even as total government remained relatively flat . . .We are simply spending much
more on the promises wemade in the 1960s to cover the costs of health care, especially for the elderly.

To conclude this first examination of aggregate, country-level statistics, it must reluctantly
be admitted that it is hazardous to draw any strong conclusions at all about public
management reform solely from macroeconomic statistics of government spending and
staffing. The connections are too indirect and uncertain, and the figures are affected by too
many other factors, which cannot be attributed to management reform.What is more, the

Table 5.5 Total social expenditure as a percentage of GDP

Country 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2014

Australia 10.2 12.1 13.1 16.1 17.2 16.4 17.2 19

Belgium 23.5 26 24.9 25.6 24.5 25.6 28.8 30.7

Canada 13.2 16.4 17.6 18.4 15.8 16.2 17.9 17

Finland 18 22 23.8 29.7 23.3 25 28.7 31

France 20.6 25.8 24.9 29 28.4 29.6 31.7 31.9

Germany 21.8 22.2 21.4 25.9 26.2 27 26.8 25.8

Italy 18 20.8 21.4 21.7 23.3 24.9 27.8 28.6

Netherlands 24.8 25.3 25.6 23.8 19.8 21.8 23.7 24.7

New Zealand 16.9 17.5 21.2 18.4 18.9 17.9 21 20.81

Sweden 26 28.2 28.5 31.8 28.2 28.7 27.9 28.1

UK 16.3 19.2 16.3 19.2 18.4 20.2 22.8 21.7

United States 12.8 12.8 13.1 15 14.2 15.5 19.3 19.2

Source: OECD Social Expenditure (SOCX) database, accessed 7 April 2016.
(1): 2013 rather than 2014
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figures themselves often contain inconsistencies and variations which make them only
very cautiously and approximately useful for inter-country comparisons. Once again,
therefore, hard ‘results’ are difficult to find.

If we nowmove down from the level of whole countries to specific reform programmes,
or, below that, specific organizations, we can locate rather more definite information
about economies. James (2003) tried to make a detailed study of the UK ‘Next Steps’
reform, a process whereby a series of executive agencies were created to take over work
previously done by ministries or other central government bodies. The first three agencies
were set up in 1988, and by 2001 126 agencies existed, employing 57 per cent of all civil
servants. This was therefore a large-scale reform. The broad idea of the policy was that
agencies would be focused on performance targets set for them by ministers, that they
would be professionally managed, and that they would achieve greater economy while
also increasing efficiency and effectiveness. However, James found that in the ten years
following the reforms expenditure in real terms rose by 19 per cent, which was actually
more than the 13 per cent rise which had characterized the ten years before the reform
(James, 2003, p. 110).

A recent prize-winning study reinforced James’s analysis on a larger scale and over a
longer time period. Hood and Dixon (2015) conducted an exhaustive analysis of official
statistics for UK central government and concluded: ‘over a thirty-year period of
successive reforms, one of the most commented-on government systems in the world
(the UK) exhibited a striking increase in running or administration costs in real terms,
while levels of complaint and legal challenge also soared’ (p. 1). When they asked why
running costs grew so much, the authors found that it ‘was not the wage costs of civil
servants (which appear to have stayed relatively constant in price terms) but the “out-
sourced” elements of running costs, even though outsourcing had tended to figure large in
standard recipes for greater efficiency’ (p. 178).
However, at the level of individual organizations clear examples of economizing can

frequently be found. For example, reorganizing an organization’s purchasing so as to
buy in bulk and ‘off the shelf ’ can often lead to large savings. On many occasions
re-engineering administrative processes so as to cut out redundant steps has saved
money (and time). Reducing staff sick leave by reducing stress and providing early warning
and better support has on a number of occasions led to overall economies because tempor-
ary staff are needed less often. And so on—these items are not ‘high-policy’ or flagship
reforms, but they are the stuff of everyday good management. What cannot currently be
demonstrated is that the cumulative effects of all these small economies are sufficient to
change themajor aggregatemeasures of government activity. Thatmay requiremajor shifts
in substantive policy—especially within the welfare state—not just management reforms.

5.5 Improving efficiency

An efficiency increase (or productivity gain) is usually defined as an improvement in the
ratio of outputs to inputs (see Figure 5.1). As such, it may come about via a variety of quite
different circumstances:
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• where resources (inputs) decrease and outputs increase;

• where resources remain the same and outputs increase;

• where resources increase but outputs increase by an even larger amount;

• where outputs remains static but resources decrease;

• where outputs decrease but inputs decrease by an even larger amount.

It is important to know which of these situations one is dealing with. For example, in the
1970s and 1980s both British Steel and British Coal considerably increased their average
productivity. This sounds fine until one realizes that both corporations were contracting
fast—closing downplants and throwingmany people out of work. Productivity rose as fewer
and fewer steel plants/coal mines—the most modern and productive ones—were left.
Improving efficiency has attracted an enormous amount of management attention in

every public sector covered by this book. Yet the available evidence of efficiency gains is
patchy and incomplete. There are a number of comparative international tables of gov-
ernment efficiency, but most of them are poor measures of input/output ratios as we
defined them in Figure 5.1 (Van de Walle, 2006, offers a good critical overview). Take,
for example, a 2008 Working Paper of the International Monetary Fund, bearing the
promising title Determinants of government efficiency (Hauner and Kyobe, 2008). It comes
to the ‘resounding conclusion’ that ‘higher government expenditure relative to GDP tends
to be associated with lower efficiency’ (p. 1). But when one examines the calculations
closely, a tremendous conceptual mess emerges. All of its problems cannot be enumerated
here, but, for example, primary and secondary school enrolment rates (an input) are used
as an educational output indicator, and the physician-to-population ratio is defined as a
health output. They also make huge and improbable leaps of faith in order to complete
their calculations, such as assuming that the results of expenditure occur immediately,
without any lag (p. 5). Finally, it is interesting to note that countries with high spending
relative to GDP, far from coming low down the WGIs we looked at earlier, tend to cluster
around the top of that particular league table—the high-spending Nordic countries usually
feature heavily in the top ten of most international comparisons of good government. But
perhaps it is worth looking at one widely publicized efficiency league table, that of the
World Economic Forum’s (WEF) Global Competitiveness Index. It rates our chosen coun-
tries, as shown in Table 5.6.
This looks fairly firm and clear—at the lower end, Italy is significantly less efficient than

all our other countries and, at the top end, Finland, New Zealand, and Sweden stand out
with scores of five or more out of a possible seven. But, as always, we have to take into
account how these apparently firm numbers were put together. The WEF index ‘govern-
ment efficiency’ is a scale constructed on the basis of the following items:

• Wastefulness of government spending (in your country, how efficiently does the
government spend public revenue? 1 = extremely inefficient; 7 = extremely efficient in
providing goods and services).

• Burden of government regulation (in your country, how burdensome is it for companies
to comply with public administration’s requirements (e.g. permits, regulations, report-
ing)? 1 = extremely burdensome; 7 = not burdensome at all).

RESULTS: THROUGH A GLASS DARKLY 143



• Efficiency of legal frameworks in settling disputes (in your country, how efficient are the
legal and judicial systems for companies in settling disputes? 1 = extremely inefficient;
7 = extremely efficient).

• Efficiency of legal frameworks in challenging regulations (in your country, how efficient
are the legal and judicial systems for companies in settling disputes? 1 = extremely
inefficient; 7 = extremely efficient).

• Transparency of government policymaking (in your country, how easy is it for com-
panies to obtain information about changes in government policies and regulations
affecting their activities? 1 = extremely difficult; 7 = extremely easy).

These five survey items are scored by surveying ‘business leaders’—14,000 of them in 144
countries. They are, in the words of the Schwab (2016, p. 75) ‘The voice of the business
community’.

So we must read Table 5.6 with at least the following limitations in mind:

• These numbers are based on the opinions of business leaders. They are not directly based
on any statistics or other scientific findings. Neither could they be, given the lack of
reliable or consistent national input–output data which we have already noted.

• They are not in any way representative of citizens’ opinions as a whole. Naturally
enough, business leaders are likely to have a particular set of priorities when they are
asked about government—business priorities.

• The five questions are mainly about wastefulness, regulation and legal frameworks, and
processes. They therefore do not touch on central issues such as the quality of public
educationandhealthcare, the adequacyof pensions and social security, or crime and justice.

Table 5.6 Government efficiency according to World Economic Forum’s
Global Competitiveness Index (GCI)

Country GCI government efficiency 2015–16

Australia 4.3

Belgium 3.9

Canada 4.7

Finland 5.3

France 3.9

Germany 4.7

Italy 2.2

Netherlands 4.9

New Zealand 5.2

Sweden 5.0

UK 4.8

United States 4.3

Source: World Economic Forum (2016). <http://reports.weforum.org/global-competitive
ness-report-2015-2016/competitiveness-rankings/>, accessed 7 June 2016.
Note: GCI scores from 1–7. Lowest score 1.57, highest score 5.56. Median score 3.08.
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One generalization would therefore be that, at the level of whole governments or public
sectors, there is remarkably little that meaningfully compares efficiency as we have
defined it (and our definition is a fairly standard one in public administration). Thus,
for example, the OECD publication Government at a glance 2015, which at the time of
writing is probably the most comprehensive and careful comparative attempt to measure
government activities, contains virtually no measures directly comparing inputs and
outputs. The two examples shown in the section headed ‘Public sector efficiency’ are
average length of stay in hospital (ALOS) and the ratio of tax administration costs to tax
actually collected (OECD, 2015, pp. 162–3). As the OECD itself notes, there are problems
with both measures: ALOS, in particular, is not an input–output measure at all—it is a
process measure which is often used as a proxy for efficiency when the latter cannot be
directly measured.
As wemove from the country level to the programme level, and evenmore to the level of

individual organizations or activities, the picture improves. Sweden, for example, was a
pioneer in developing productivity studies. In a series of studies their Ministry of Finance
concluded that there had been ‘a huge plunge in productivity starting in 1960 and
continuing up to 1980’, then ‘a continued productivity decrease 1980–90 in the public
sector as a whole but at a much more modest rate of �0.3 percent per year. In the central
government sector there was in fact an increase in productivity of 0.6 per cent per year’
(Budget Department, 1997, p. 7).
Within these general trends, however, the investigations found big differences

between particular agencies and services. For example, over the period 1980/1 to
1991/2, the Companies Department of the Patent and Registration Office increased
its productivity by 84 per cent but the productivity of the main Patent Department in
the same organization fell by 29 per cent (Budget Department, 1997, p. 63). This report
should alert us to the fact that, even where robust aggregate efficiency measures can be
found for a country, they are likely to conceal big variations between individual
organizations, and that those who wish to reproduce successful reforms would be
well advised closely to investigate the reasons for those variations. A more recent
study of UK central government departments found similar variations, including evi-
dence that sometimes reforms reduced rather than increased productivity (Dunleavy
and Carrera, 2013).
Turning to the micro level, let us now, for illustrative purposes, examine one of the

relatively rare high-quality, independent scholarly studies of a measured improvement
in efficiency. Kelman and Friedman (2009) focused on the attempt within the UK NHS
to reduce waiting times in hospital accident and emergency (A&E) departments. They
were especially concerned to see whether the apparent improvements brought about
by a vigorous targeting regime had also led to dysfunctional side effects. The specific
target they investigated (one among many) was that in A&E departments 98 per cent
of all patients would be treated within four hours of arrival. Surveying 155 hospital
trusts, they found that the percentage achieving this target was 1.24 per cent in the
third quarter of 2002 but had risen to 59.4 per cent by the third quarter of 2007. This
very marked improvement was attributed to the government campaign, commencing
at the beginning of 2003, which featured the target as part of an overall system for
publicly rating hospitals as having three, two, one, or zero ‘stars’, and which later
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offered hospitals cash incentives for meeting the target. No evidence of any dysfunc-
tional effects were found.

This was a particularly sophisticated, detailed, and careful study. It demonstrated,
beyond reasonable doubt, that waiting times were dramatically reduced, and that certain
kinds of possible dysfunctions did not appear to take place. Yet even here there is room for
controversy. To begin with—as Kelman and Friedman themselves observe in a footnote—
‘both budgets and staffing for the NHS, including A&E departments, increased signifi-
cantly during this period . . . and we do not claim that all the overall improvement reflected
in performance was due to attention to the target’ (p. 929). So perhaps this was not wholly
or even mainly an efficiency improvement, because better outputs were partly or wholly
explained by more inputs? More seriously, though, close to the time that the Kelman and
Friedman article was published, so was the report of an inquiry into events at Mid
Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust (Healthcare Commission, 2009). This trust hospital
had come into the news because of extraordinarily high mortality rates, and evidence of
widespread dissatisfaction among patients. The Healthcare Commission concluded, inter
alia, that ‘there were deficiencies at virtually every stage of the pathway of emergency
care’, and that ‘Doctors were moved from treating seriously ill patients to deal with those
with more minor ailments in order to avoid breaching the four-hour target’ (Healthcare
Commission, 2009, p. 129). Over a three-year period Mid Staffordshire had suffered
between 400 and 1,200 more patient deaths than would have normally been expected.
So we seem to have two studies, each thorough, pointing in different directions. On the
one hand, an academic statistical analysis of 155 hospital trusts finds ‘no evidence for
any of the dysfunctional effects that have been hypothesized in connection with this
target’ (Kelman and Friedman, 2009, p. 917), while on the other hand, not one but a series
of detailed official inquiries, based on extended investigation ‘on the ground’, found
plenty of evidence of just such distortions and dysfunctions. Of course, one could say
that Mid Staffordshire was only one hospital trust out of 155, and was quite exceptional.
One could also point out that the big improvement in national average waiting times in
A&E had presumably saved an unquantified number of lives. On the other hand,
400–1,200 excess deaths is rather a large exception (Mid Staffordshire became a long-
running national scandal) and, at the very least, points to the limitations of a purely
statistical approach to organizational analysis. Another inquiry into Mid Staffordshire
concluded that ‘there can no longer be any excuse for denying the enormity of what has
occurred’, and that ‘a high priority was placed on the achievement of targets, and in
particular the A&E waiting time target. The pressure to meet this generated a fear, whether
justified or not, that failure to meet targets could lead to the sack’ (Francis, 2010, pp. 3 and
16). Other examples of efficiency gains are less complicated—though much less conse-
quential. So, for example, the UK Social Security Child Support Agency reduced its cost per
cleared application by 37 per cent between 1993/4 and 1994/5. Over the same period the
UK Employment Service reduced its cost per placed unemployed person by 7.2 per cent
(see Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 1997, pp. 128 and 65). Under the impact of the
Kinnock reforms the European Commission reduced the average number of days it took to
make payments from 54 in 1999 to 42.9 in 2003 (Ellinas and Suleiman, 2008, p. 713). And
so on. These are the kind of unsung, but cumulatively significant efficiency gains which
public management reforms are delivering all the time.
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5.6 Increasing effectiveness

If good aggregate measures of efficiency are rare at the level of a whole country (see
Section 5.5), then measures of country effectiveness are an endangered species. New
Zealand is a case in point. Certain outcomes—both positive and negative—were observ-
able in the period of the great management reforms of 1986–92 (see New Zealand country
file, Appendix B). Unemployment reached new heights and then, in the early 1990s,
dropped. Inflation also rose and fell. Crime and youth suicides rose. And so on. But were
these the results ofmanagement reforms, or policy changes, or changes in external circum-
stances (the continuing dynamic of the global economy), or some mixture of all three? As
it happens, New Zealand was a country that built up an unusually sophisticated system of
performance measures for its public services. Yet most of these measures were of outputs,
not outcomes.
Attribution problems of this kind are present everywhere. In Australia, for example, the

1992 evaluation of management reforms concluded that ‘the new framework has strong
support and is seen, overall, to have increased the cost effectiveness of the APS [Australian
Public Service] including outcomes for clients’ (Task Force onManagement Improvement,
1992, p. 52). However, closer inspection shows that the causal link suggested here was far
from proven, and, in another part of the same report, a rather different emphasis is given:

since the reforms took place at a time of rapid social and economic change, there is no definitive
way of separating the impact on cost, agency performance and clients (among other things) of these
broader changes and the government changes which accompanied them. (Task Force on
Management Improvement, 1992, p. 8)

Real and substantial gains in effectiveness are often associated with innovations in man-
agement approach. Donahue (2008) reports on a successful reform in theMaine office of the
US Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). The State of Maine had rather a
poor safety record, and ‘continued downward pressure on its budget and workforce’ meant
that by the mid-1990s ‘OSHA and its state affiliates had fewer than 2000 inspectors to
enforce job safety and health regulations at more than 6 million workplaces’ (Donahue,
2008, p. 96). At this point theMaine office devised a new strategy, which offered companies
a choice. Either companies remained subject to a conventional inspection, as before, with
violations commonly being found and fines being levied, or they chose a new regime. In the
new regime, companies were to develop their own comprehensive safety plans—in consult-
ation with OSHA and with their own workers. A total of 184 out of 200 Maine companies
chose this new option. Spending by the companies to reduce hazards went up (including in
areas where OSHA would not have had jurisdiction to require changes) and most partici-
pating companies experienced reduced rates of workplace injury and illness.
Yet such clear examples remain the exception rather than the rule. In 2011–12 a European

research project assembled a database of 518 articles and reports that purported to be
analysing the results of NPM-type reforms across the whole continent (Pollitt and Dan,
2013). Disappointingly, careful review of this large database showed that only 138 of these
documents contained information on changes in outputs or outcomes, and just forty-five
carried real outcome information—which, of course, is crucial if effectiveness is to be assessed.
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One study by the Netherlands Institute for Social Research compared the public sector
performance of twenty-eight countries (Jonker, 2012), looking at a range of ‘public ser-
vices’, mostly paid by the public sector, even if they were provided by the private sector.
A general conclusion was that there was no relationship between the level of expenditure
and outcome:

Relating overall outcome to total expenditure reveals no correlation between the two . . . . Big
governments thus do not perform significantly better or worse than small governments. To a certain
extent there does appear to be a relationship with country groups. All Nordic countries perform
strongly, for example, three of which have a particular large public sector. By contrast, the Medi-
terranean countries also tend to have a relatively large public sector, but perform below average.
The Continental countries generally appear to hold a middle position. (p. 326)

5.7 Enhancing citizen satisfaction and trust

Another way of conceiving ‘results’ or impacts is to use citizens as final arbiters, and to ask
them to say how good or bad particular services are. Many public services now routinely
sample their users’ views of the services they have received. One particularly interesting
exercise has taken place in Canada, where in 1998 a postal survey of 2,900 Canadian
citizens was commissioned, seeking comparative judgements as between selected public
and private sector services. This survey was repeated several times, with similar questions
being asked of the same services. If we compare the 1998 survey with the 2005 and 2012
surveys, we get the scores summarized in Table 5.7.

Contrary to some popular beliefs, these surveys show that the public have quite selective
views of the quality of services from public and private sectors—some public services
scoring higher and others lower, with the private sector services similarly scattered. They
also show an average improvement for both public and private services between the 1998
and 2005 surveys, although the degree of improvement was larger for the public services.
The private services are missing from the 2012 survey, but the perceived quality of the
public services continued to rise, albeit at a slower pace.

In principle such surveys could be undertaken before and after major reforms (this was
not the design of the Canadian survey) and would provide one way of registering any shift
in public satisfaction levels. In practice such before-and-after studies are not common,
although there are a few (e.g. concerning passenger satisfaction with rail journeys before
and after improvements, where changes have definitely translated into higher scores).
What Citizens First does do, however, is to dispel any government-bashing idea that (in
Canada at least) public services are all bad, or that public services in toto are getting worse.
Citizens First is not methodologically perfect (in particular, the response rates are low—see
Bruning, 2010), but it has the great advantage of being longitudinal as well as cross-
sectional and, overall, is one of the best sources we are aware of for citizens’ assessments
of public services.

Elsewhere we have suggested that the relevant variables for service user satisfaction are
quite complex (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 1995). Much depends on the expectations of the
various parties concerned, and the reasons for satisfaction levels going up or down may be
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due to variations in expectations as much as the underlying ‘producer quality’ of the service
changes. Indeed, one strategy for a cynical government that is determined to raise satis-
faction scores might be to attempt to lower public expectations. Thus the measurement of
perceived quality in public services is by nomeans just a technical issue. It has political and
psychological elements, and these make ‘satisfaction’ a moving target, something which
may jump to a new position as soon as or even before it is achieved.
Over the past few years academic and practitioner interest in citizens’ views has

expanded from a (relatively) straightforward concern with how satisfied they were with
this or that service to a more complex concern with issues of trust. ‘Trust’ has become a
focus for debate and rhetoric. It is widely assumed that citizen trust in government has
been falling, and that something should be done about it. Trust is thus treated like a result
that needs to be improved, and reforming public services is frequently said to be one
important way of achieving this. If only there were more citizen choice and participation,
and more responsiveness and flexibility on the part of the service providers (the argument
runs), then citizens would be more inclined to trust the authorities and believe that their
taxes were being well spent. And if these better results were measured and published, even
those citizens who did not use a particular service would be reassured that their taxes were
not going to waste and that the public sector could be relied upon.

Table 5.7 Canadian citizens’ assessments of public and private services

Service
Mean service quality score 0–100

1998 2005 2012

Visiting public library 77 84 85

Private mail and couriers (private) 68 74 -

Supermarkets (private) 74 71 -

Banks/credit unions (private) 51 71 -

Canada Post 57 70 70

Receiving care in a public hospital 51 66 71

Using municipal public transport 58 64 64

Sending one’s child to public school 54 66 69

Taxis (private) 57 64 -

Internet service providers (private) - 64 -

Get/renew passport 66 65 81

Department stores (private) - 64 -

Canada Revenue (tax collection) 55 62 -

Insurance agencies (private) 55 60 -

Telephone companies (private) 63 59 -

Average rating across all public services 60 70 73

Average rating across all private services 62 66 -

Source: Public service quality scores adapted from Citizens First 6 (The Strategic Counsel, 2012).
Private service quality scores adapted from Citizens First 1 (Erin Research Inc., 1998) and from
Citizens First 4 (Phase 5 Consulting Group Inc., 2005).
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Scholarly analysis casts several doubts on this version of events. Brookes et al. (2009) offers
a deft summary ofwhy ‘trust’has become such a slippery term.One can distinguish between
‘local trust’ (e.g. interpersonal trust) and ‘global trust’ (e.g. trust in government). One can
distinguish between trust and confidence (although some researchers and survey questions
assume they are the same). Trust can be broken down into different components—
emotional/affective, cognitive (calculative), intentional, and behavioural (Oomsels, 2016;
Oomsels and Bouckaert, 2014). There is trust/distrust from society in the public sector, but
also trust/distrust of the public sector in society, trust/distrust within the public sector, and
trust/distrust between politics and administration (Bouckaert, 2012).

The Harvard Business Review defines three types—strategic, personal, and organizational
(Galford and Drapeau, 2003). Trust fluctuates over time—it is not fixed. Some scholars think
that ‘real trust’ always takes time to build up, whereas others think it can be created quite
quickly. Psychologists suggest that different individuals with different backgrounds have
different capacities for trusting. It is also worth mentioning that the popular assumption
that trust levels have been falling dramatically throughout the Western world may simply
not be true. Such evidence as is available does not seem to support such an assertion (Van de
Walle et al., 2008). If we look at Table 5.8, we can see data from the World Values Survey.

The World Values Surveys (Table 5.8) do not show a clear pattern. Eleven of our coun-
tries have scores for both 1981–4 and for 2005–9. Of these, four are significantly down, two
are marginally down, one is marginally up, and three are significantly up—hardly an
international collapse of confidence. In a number of countries (e.g. Canada, Sweden)
confidence appears to be fairly stable over time.

However, to return to our previous point, one political claim has been that it will be
possible to increase trust by displaying good performance (results)—and irrespective of

Table 5.8 Confidence in the civil service—World Values Survey

Country 1981–4 1989–93 1994–8 1999–2004 2005–9 2010–14

Australia 47 - 38 - 38 44

Belgium 47 42 - 45 56 -

Canada 49 49 - 48 52 -

Finland 52 32 34 39 51 -

France 49 46 - 45 59 -

Germany 35 35 - 37 34 54

Italy 28 27 - 33 38 -

Netherlands 43 45 - 37 36 33

New Zealand - - 26 - 38 44

Sweden 41 39 42 45 50 51

UK 48 44 - 41 41 -

United States 56 57 46 51 39 45

Note: All figures are percentages of those expressing ‘a great deal’ or ‘quite a lot’ of confidence
in their national civil service. Based on Van de Walle et al., 2008, table 1.
Data based on World Values Survey: <http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp>
Data for Belgium based on European Values Survey: <http://atlasofeuropeanvalues.eu>
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whether trust was previously static, falling, or even increasing.Why is this claim doubtful?
Consider, for a moment, the conditions that would have to be fulfilled before this could be
the case. These conditions include the following:

1. The performance information would have to reach the citizen.

2. The performance information would have to be paid attention to by the citizen.

3. The performance information in question would need to show a good performance,
not a weak one. (Or, to be more precise, it would have to show a performance equal to
or higher than the public’s expectations—a highly variable and subjective standard.)

4. The performance information would have to be understood by the citizen.

5. The performance information would have to be trusted by the citizen.

Taken together, this is a very demanding set of conditions. The information we have about
how the public uses performance information is very patchy, but what there is does not
suggest that any of these stages is likely to be particularly easy. More positively, we can say
that actual concrete experiences are often influential, whereas the optimistic idea that,
though lacking personal experience, many citizens will read and believe published official
data is highly suspect. Citizens First claimed that ‘service impact’ (citizens’ actual experi-
ences of public services) had a strong impact on ‘confidence in the public service’, and that,
both directly and indirectly, it also influenced ‘confidence in government’ (Erin Research
Inc., 2008, pp. 5–12). However, the authors of that report also acknowledged the complexity
of the subject (and note that they are here talking about confidence, rather than trust):

confidence is based on experiences that accumulate in individuals over years and decades. In
general, confidence measures change rather slowly. It is probably more difficult to build confidence
than to lose it—a single critical event can do considerable damage. (Erin Research Inc., 2008, p. 9)

For our final ‘exhibit’ in this section, we will stay with the notion of confidence and look at
changes in confidence in national government between 2007 (when the global economic
crisis was about to be unleashed) and 2014. Figure 5.2 shows how the majority of our
twelve countries suffered falls in public confidence in their national governments during
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that worrying period. By contrast Germany (one of the least affected) enjoyed a rise. It is
difficult for governments to earn greater confidence from their citizens while they are
cutting back on pensions and other entitlements, reducing public services, and failing to
make much impact on high and ongoing levels of unemployment.

5.8 Beyond the production framework for performance:
systems, capacities, orientations, visions

The performance framework encapsulated in Figure 5.1 is certainly not the only way to
think about results. Figure 5.1 envisages results as produced on a kind of assembly line, but
one can also see improvements in public management in broader, possibly less mechanical,
and sometimes more explicitly normative terms. The aim becomes not higher measured
efficiency or satisfaction but the creation of a particular type of relationship between state
and society—a small state, for example, or an administrative machine which is open and
flexible instead of bureaucratic, or a public administration whose culture is consistently to
focus on the individual citizen’s needs.
Sometimes management reforms are ad hoc and functional. Sometimes they are emer-

gency measures, designed to stave off a crisis, real or anticipated. But there are also
occasions when management reforms are carried through with the aim of realizing some
larger vision of how things should be in some imagined future world. (And certainly there
are occasions when reforms, although they may also be driven by functional pressures, are
announced and clothed in terms of one of these ‘big ideas’—‘good governance’ or ‘ the big
society’, or whatever.) These imagined futures may be framed in very general terms, or in
more specific ways, but they serve a useful function as rallying points and guidance for the
faithful and as siren calls to the as yet agnostic. In terms of the trajectories discussed in
Chapter 4 they are highly normative omegas, which may or may not be accompanied by
plans for how to get from here to there.

There was certainly something of this visionary element to Mrs Thatcher’s reforms,
encapsulated in the phrase from her 1979 election manifesto, ‘rolling back the state’.
There was a similarly vivid (and almost certainly more coherent) vision informing the
New Zealand reforms of 1984–94 (Boston et al., 1996, pp. 3–6). No one could accuse Vice
President Gore of being without a vision for the NPR—many publications elaborate on the
theme of reinventing government so that it ‘works better and costs less’.

In other countries the vision was perhaps less strongly enunciated, less combative
towards the status quo ante, but there were nonetheless elements of idealism and futuristic
imagery. The Finnish government recommitted itself to a combination of democracy and
egalitarianism (High quality services, good governance and a responsible civic society, 1998).
The new 1994 ‘purple coalition’ in the Netherlands committed itself to the ‘primacy of
politics’, and closer control of unaccountable quangos. In Germany one might say that
there was at first a conscious rejection of ‘fashions and fads’ in favour of the virtues of the
existing system (Derlien, 1998), and then, at the end of the long chancellorship of Helmut
Kohl, a brief flirtation with the vision of a ‘lean state’ (though in practical terms it did not
come to much). In Belgium, the new ‘purple-green’ coalition from 2000 launched a
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modernization process, called ‘Copernicus’, referring to a fundamental change based on a
vision. In the UK in 2011 the new Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government
produced a white paper on ‘open public services’. This proffered a new world in which
public services would be shaped by decentralization, competition, diversity, and public
participation (Minister for Government Policy, 2011).
Of course, academics adore ideal models and utopian visions. They (we) take an intense

interest at the merest whiff of a new ‘paradigm’, and tend to react by polishing, system-
atizing, and elaborating the fragmentary visions proclaimed by political leaders, so as to be
able to analyse them—and often subsequently to damn or praise them. Politicians, on the
other hand, usually have the street wisdom to cast their references to the desired future in
rather more vague, malleable, and ambiguous terms. The purposes, and skills of the two
groups are different. Since we are academics rather than politicians, it will come as no
surprise when we say that the ‘teasing out’ of visions can be a useful and illuminating
exercise. This is not the place to do justice to all the various schemata which have been
offered (though we have already introduced the NPM and the NWS), but it may be helpful
to pause long enough to look at one example.
Peters (1996) suggests that four main visions may be identified within the national and

international rhetorics of public management reform:

• The market model, which holds out the prospect of extensive privatization and therefore
of a much smaller public sector—and one that will itself be infused with market-type
mechanisms. Citizens become consumers and taxpayers, the machinery of government
shrinks to a policymaking, lightly regulatory, and contract-letting core. This corres-
ponds to the ‘NPM group’—those countries which we identified as having amarketizing
trajectory in the concluding section of Chapter 4.

• The participatory state, which lays great emphasis on the empowerment and participation
of citizens in the running of ‘their’ administration. Like the market model, it envisages
radical decentralization and a sharp move away from bureaucratic hierarchies. Unlike
the market model it is suspicious of the divisive and inegalitarian features of competitive
markets and confident of citizens’ ability and willingness to play a more creative part in
their own governance. We would see this model as corresponding to the ‘northern
Europeans’—the NWS modernizers of Finland, Sweden, and the Netherlands.

• Flexible government, which is opposed to the rigidities and conservatism attributed to
permanent organizational structures and individuals with permanent, highly secure
careers. The remedy is a ‘temporary state’, with shifting squadrons of adaptable and
readaptable organizations, each purpose-built to address the most salient issues in the
current, but rapidly changing environment. Advanced ICT is frequently seen as a
major force in this new state of affairs, which can be represented as less ‘doctrinaire’
or ‘ideological’ than either the market model or the vision of participatory govern-
ment (Bellamy and Taylor, 1998). The temporary state is likely to be an extensively
contract-based phenomenon. There is no one group of countries which we would
suggest as exemplars of this particular vision. Rather it appears as a subsidiary element
in many reform programmes, but probably more so in the NPM group of countries
than the NWS group (and least so among the ‘central Europeans’—Belgium, France,
and Germany).
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• Deregulated government. This vision is built on the assumption that the public service and
its organizations are full of creative ideas, relevant experience, and well-motivated
people—if only they can be released from the heavy constraints of bureaucratic regula-
tions. This vision is perhaps the least widespread of the four, being mainly confined to
those—such as public service unions and professional groups—who share its optimism
about the character and motivation of civil servants. It is essentially a version of the
modernized state (NWS) but rather different from the participatory state described
above. Again, it is seldom the sole or dominant element in reform programmes, but
can play an important subsidiary role, perhaps especially in the more heavily bureau-
cratized countries of continental Europe.

As Peters makes clear, each of these visions has aspects of silence or even incoherence, lying
quietly alongside its ‘headline’ messages. That none of the four has been implemented in a
pure way will come as no surprise, given the constraints on radical change identified in
Chapters 2 and 3. Nevertheless, in certain countries the ‘flavour’ of one dominant model
can be tasted in the key speeches and documents of reform. Thus the New Zealand reforms
clearly owed much to microeconomic thinking that favoured a market model (see New
Zealand country file, Appendix B). The Finnish reform documents lean more towards the
participatory model: ‘earlier administrative reforms have been experienced to have
increased the bureaucracy of administration. The government wants to ensure the demo-
cratic development of the policy of governance’ (High quality services, good governance and a
responsible civic society, 1998, p. 8). The Belgian Copernicus programme placed great
emphasis on modernizing personnel management and releasing civil servants from the
shackles of outdated bureaucratic procedures (Belgium country file, Appendix B).

Let us take a moment to look more closely at two examples of these popular visions—first,
the idea of a new, more participatory, citizen-friendly administration, and second, the idea of
‘joined-up government’. First, the notion of putting clients, customers, users, patients, pas-
sengers (or whatever) first has been given tremendous rhetorical emphasis in many jurisdic-
tions and in many countries. The NPR in the USA, the Citizen’s charter in the UK, the 1994
FrenchprogrammeAnnée de l’accueil dans les services publiques, the Belgian, Italian, Portuguese,
and Finnish service charters, andmore—all claim to increase client orientation. Furthermore,
modern quality improvement techniques such as Total Quality Management (TQM) are
founded on the centrality of customer requirements, and have been introduced in parts of
the Australian, Belgian, Canadian, Dutch, Finnish, French, New Zealand, Swedish, UK, and
US public sectors, as well as being promoted by some parts of the European Commission.

However, achieving a client orientation is not straightforward. While the UK Citizen’s
charter, which was strongly driven from the centre of government, made some impact, its
Italian equivalent quickly faded out (Schiavo, 2000). Or consider the case of the reforms to
the Australian Public Service (APS). A 1992 survey of Australian citizens indicated that
73 per cent of those who had had prior contact with a given agency thought its quality of
service had remained the same, and 26 per cent thought it had changed (about three-
quarters of whom thought it had changed for the better). At the same timemembers of the
Australian Senior Executive Service (SES) were asked whether they thought that the reforms
had led to an increased client focus, and 77 per cent said they thought it had. Only 51 per
cent of lower-grade staff were of the same view. This—and other evidence within the same
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report—shows a complicated picture in which perceptions of client emphasis and of
quality improvements depend to some extent on where the respondent sits. Senior staff
appear to be more optimistic than more junior staff, while only a minority of citizens
notice much difference.
Our second ‘vision’ is that of joined-up government, or ‘integrated public governance’

(6, 2004; Bogdanor, 2005; Kernaghan, 2009b). The basic idea here sounds quite simple, but
its practical manifestations can easily become rather complicated. The vision is that in an
‘integrated’ or ‘joined-up’ system, on the ‘demand side’ citizens will be able to go to one
place to access a wide range of public services, and on the ‘supply side’ different agencies of
government—at all levels—will work together so that policies and programmes do not
contradict or duplicate each other. Gaps between different programmes (e.g. between
hospital care for episodes of acute illness and the subsequent social care provided to
discharged but still frail patients in their homes) will be managed away. In its most
ambitious form, joined-up governance also includes non-profit and commercial organiza-
tions that are involved in delivering public services, so that the whole ensemble moves
sweetly and smoothly together, without ‘turf wars’ between different departments—or
between central and local government—and without citizens having to give the same
information to different parts of government more than once, or needing to go to more
than one website or office. Furthermore, the whole process can be facilitated and speeded
up by modern ICTs. They enable managers to practice ‘disintermediation’—the stripping
out or radical simplification of the sometimes long chains of intermediaries involved in
delivering public services (Dunleavy, 2010).
Who could possibly be against such a sensible and convenient-sounding approach? It is

no surprise that echoes of the integration vision have been heard in many of our
countries—particularly Australia, Canada, Finland, New Zealand, and the UK, but also in
France, the Netherlands, and Sweden. Many specific changes have been made to try to
realize this vision (the Centrelink agency in Australia and Service Canada are two prom-
inent examples—see respective country files in Appendix B). Yet not all has been plain
sailing. As Bouckaert et al. (2010, pp. 25–32) note, the vision of integrating/joining-up is
but the latest manifestation of an age-old issue in public administration—coordination.
And there are a number of common reasons why attempts at coordination may not work:

1. Simple lack of interest by the agencies concerned—they continue to ‘plough their own
furrows’ and have no incentive to spend extra energy on joining up.

2. Partisan politics, as when one agency is under the authority of a politicians of one party
and the other is under the authority of another, e.g. Labour local authorities in the UK,
which during the 1980s did their best to slow down or undermine policies coming
down from Mrs Thatcher’s government in London.

3. Genuine differences of view between different professions and their agencies as to what
is the best way of tackling specific types of problem, e.g. teachers do not always agree
with social workers as to what is best for problem pupils.

4. Conflicting timescales or routines, so that agencies which are supposed to be making
joint commitments to cooperate find they have different budgeting or planning cycles,
or elections at different times, or other time-related procedures which make it hard to
enter into commitments at the same moment.
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5. Different procedures and even different concepts of accountability. Some of those
involvedmay see their primary accountability as being direct to elected representatives,
while others are accountable to management boards, and others still to professional
associations and standards. The question of who is accountable when a joined-up
service involving several different agencies goes wrong can be both complex and
contentious.

Ultimately, therefore, there are a number of major difficulties in assessing visions and
systems improvements. First, there is a need to separate out the substance from the
rhetoric, a distinction which is often far from straightforward. Many government docu-
ments and speeches, in several countries, have claimed a ‘system transformation’ of one
kind or another, only for closer empirical study to show that there has actually been high
continuity between the old and the new (e.g. Ingraham, 1997 on the US NPR; Pollitt et al.,
1998 on the British Conservative government’s decentralization reforms of the late 1980s
and early 1990s; more generally, see Pollitt, 2002).

Thus, for example, the empirical basis for conclusions about cultural change at the
systems level is usually slender. The number of studies where researchers have been able
to measure broad shifts in attitudes and beliefs over time (essential to a full identification
of cultural shifts) is small indeed. Most of the limited number of works that do exist
measure at a single point in time and then hypothesize what the results imply for cultural
change (Rouban, 1995; Talbot, 1994). Nevertheless, such fragments as we have help to cast
some light on the claims that management reform has produced cultural change. A survey
of French civil servants, carried out in 1989, drew an interesting distinction between
professional values and broader social values. It then concluded that:

Professional values depend closely on the nature of the job and the strategic position within
ministerial circles. They can therefore evolve and can be improved with training. However, the
transformation of these values cannot be so great as to modify the global conception that civil
servants have of the relationship between public administration and political spheres, or the
ranking of social values which determine their professional success. One cannot change civil
servants’ social values through administrative reform. Such a change requires extra-professional
resources. (Rouban, 1995, p. 51)

This line of interpretation may help to explain why, in a number of jurisdictions, it has
seemed possible to change civil servants’ attitudes towards the ‘customer’, but much less
so other attitudes, such as a distrust of politicians or a scepticism towards the benefits of
MTMs within the public service. Rouban went on to argue that the perceived legitimacy of
administrative reforms varied up and down the hierarchy, usually being highest with
senior civil servants, but only so long as they could continue to control the process of
change itself. This finding of a variable adhesion to reforms, correlated with rank and
position, has been replicated in other countries. A large survey of staff carried out in
conjunction with a 1992 Australian evaluation of the management reforms of the previ-
ous decade found evidence that public servants at different levels exhibited significantly
different degrees of belief in the usefulness and impact of the reforms (Task Force on
Management Improvement, 1992). US federal staff exhibited significant levels of scepti-
cism towards the NPR and Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) reforms of
the 1990s (General Accounting Office, 2001).
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There is an evenmore stubborn difficulty in assessing the claim that a systemhas acquired
greater flexibility, capacity, integration, and so on. How are these claims to be tested?
Presumably the counterfactual is the way that the old (previous) system would have tackled
the new circumstances and pressures. But that is a very difficult criterion to apply: who can
say exactly how the old system would have performed? Nor does it help that the most
prominent voices saying that the new system is better/worse are frequently insiders with
strong and obvious interests in conveying a picture of either progress or decline.
A recent academic research project set out to provide better conceptualization and

measurement of ‘capacity’ (Hertie School of Government, 2014; see also <http://www.
governancereport.org>). It suggested that the overall notion could be usefully disaggre-
gated into four dimensions:

• delivery capacity;

• coordination capacity;

• regulatory capacity;

• analytical capacity.

After identifying a range of indicators for each of these four, the researchers went on to
construct a set of graphs comparing nearly fifty countries (pp. 111–49). They warned,
however, against trying to use these graphs as league tables (so we will refrain from that
temptation). The Hertie School team finally arrived at a series of findings and recom-
mendations. A first finding was that:

[T]hat there is a positive correlation among capacities after adjusting for level of development
implies that the four capacities, estimated by our indicators, are linked to each other directly, in
the sense that there are positive feedback effects across different capacities. (p. 145)

Another conclusion was that capacity is necessarily related to what governments are
asking bureaucracies to do, and that in this respect ‘Too little attention has been paid to
the activities that bureaucracies actually perform or are expected to perform’ (p. 153). Too
much debate, they thought, had been wasted on empty general notions of ‘coordination’
or ‘leadership’ that were not related to specific tasks.
One rather elaborate attempt to improve capacity was the series of departmental Cap-

ability Reviews launched by the UK Cabinet Office from 2005. Within eighteen months,
seventeen major departments were reviewed using an advanced model of capability that
had ten elements, including several each in the areas of leadership, delivery, and strategy.
The direct costs to the Cabinet Office of conducting this major exercise were £5.5 million.
Intensive follow-up procedures tracked departmental responses to aspects of their work
which had been found wanting, and significant improvements were recorded. Undoubt-
edly, many beneficial changes resulted from this programme. Yet when the National Audit
Office came to review it, they found that ‘Departments cannot yet show any clear impact
on outcomes’ (National Audit Office, 2009, p. 8); that departments found it difficult to
separate the influences of the Capability Reviews from all the other changes going on at
the same time; and that there was a divergence between measured capability and depart-
mental performances as measured by the (separate) system of Public Service Agreements
(National Audit Office, 2009).
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All in all, the category of transformatory visions and systems improvements, while
appealing in theory, is very hard to pin down in empirical practice. The dangers of
hindsight are considerable, and the risks of perceptions being distorted by a few salient
incidents or episodes are high. There is also a temptation to see change in an overly
coherent way—to presume that all the changes one sees were intentional, rather than
forced or accidental, and, further, to assume that they were related to each other within
some overall ‘systems approach’ (this common bias is challenged at length in the intri-
guing book, The reforming organization, Brunsson and Olsen, 1993). It is also misleading to
assume that there are singular entities called ‘the public service culture’, or ‘public opinion
about reform’. As already indicated, such research as has been carried out conveys a more
fragmented and variegated picture. Organizational cultures seem to depend to some
significant extent on role and rank, and they shift more quickly along some dimensions
than others, with some basic elements of social values which may be beyond the power of
reformers to change. As Hofstede (2001) indicates, the basic patterns of national cultures
probably change only very slowly—over generations rather than between elections. Public
opinion is also a complex issue, with no easy or straightforward link between the success of
reforms and the perceived legitimacy of the politico-administrative system. As for percep-
tions of better integration/joining-up, there seems to be little if any empirical work at the
level of whole systems. Some local studies indicate measurable improvements, but the big
picture remains obscure.

The most, perhaps, that one can say is that the politico-administrative system in some
countries appears to have undergone deeper change than in others. As is clear from
Chapters 3 and 4, high-change countries (in management terms) would include New
Zealand and the UK, and low-change countries would include Belgium and Germany
(although both underwent considerable change at subnational levels). The other countries
considered in this book are stretched out in between. Whether the many innovations in
the high-change countries are all to be considered as improvements, however, is another
question altogether. Some commentators, for example, clearly believe that sticking with a
strong existing system is better than playing around with flawed and ephemeral fashions
in management reform (Derlien, 1998; Pollitt, 2007).

To conclude this section, it might be said that, while visions play an important role in
shaping the rhetorical dimension of reform, it is hard to use them as a means of assessing
the results of the reform process. For the zealots, the ever-closer approximation of reality to
the vision is the abiding concern, but the zealots are usually few in number. Even the most
powerful spokespersons for a particular view are obliged to compromise and exercise
patience. Mrs Thatcher left the level of UK public spending only marginally different
from that which she had found in 1979. President Reagan bequeathed a huge public sector
deficit and a federal civil service little altered in size by his eight years at the helm.
President George W. Bush, also an advocate of fiscal prudence and small government,
presided over the transformation of a federal surplus into a big deficit, and left an enlarged
federal workforce. The enthusiastic privatizers in the new Dutch government of 1982 and
the new Swedish government of 1991 found that they could not transfer to private
ownership anything like as much of their respective public sectors as they had at first
envisaged. For the reasons developed in Chapter 3 (and to be elaborated in Chapter 7),
purity of vision must almost always be tempered with an understanding of political,
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economic, and functional constraints and trade-offs. Therefore, even those who are advo-
cates of a particular vision, and who wish to assess ‘results’ in terms of that vision, must
make allowances for the strength of the forces of tradition, inertia, and recalcitrance—for
path dependency. Sometimes the new vision looks surprisingly like some previous vision,
but with a new label. In such cases a longer historical view makes reforms look more like
waves or cycles around certain persisting ideas rather than new directions (Pollitt, 2008,
pp. 59–74). Talk, decisions, and actions frequently diverge. Our argument has been that
the strength of these forces depends to a considerable extent on the nature of the politico-
administrative regime in question, and the extent to which the new vision which is
proposed cuts across, or goes along with its grain.

5.9 Conclusions and reflections

5.9.1 Initial overview

This has been a long chapter and the conclusions may be briefly stated. First (Sections 5.1
to 5.3), ‘results’ may be looked for in different ways, in different places, and on different
levels and scales. Overall, onemight say that at the time of writing the ‘results’wineglass is
half-empty—and half-full. It is half-empty because so often, following a reform, we still lack
details about confidently attributable outcomes, or about efficiency, or even just about
outputs. In some countries the ‘results and performance’mindset is still little developed in
practice (e.g. Belgium or Italy) but in others it has reached high levels of intensity and
sophistication (e.g. Australia or the UK). More than two decades ago one of us pointed out
how patchy the evaluation of NPM reforms then was internationally (Pollitt, 1995),
and it remains the case that many major reforms—even in the ‘performance-minded’
countries—are launched with little or no attention to evaluation (e.g. Hood and Dixon,
2015; White and Dunleavy, 2010).
On the other hand the glass could be seen as half-full. Certainly, there is much more

performance data around than fifteen or twenty years ago, and more of it is in the public
domain. While much of this is case-specific, there is also rapidly increasing attention to
international comparisons. Some of these may be conceptually or methodologically weak
(see our earlier discussion of the World Bank’s WGIs), but others are more sophisticated
(e.g. the PISA educational scores—see Hautamäki et al., 2008) or just more cautious and
detailed (e.g. the OECD’s Government at a glance 2015).
For some commentators the most significant evidence lies in the ‘changed climate’, the

existence of new ‘talk’ and the promulgation of visions of privatization, marketization,
participation, deregulation, and flexibility. In short, the crucial evidence is the growth of a
new community of discourse, with its main production centres usually located in the
‘Anglo-Saxon’ countries and certain international organizations such as the OECD, the
International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank. For others the focus is the record of
decisions—the publication of white papers and national review documents, the enunci-
ation of programmes such as citizens’ charters or Public Service 2000, and the passing of
laws decreeing administrative reform. Others, however, look for ‘hard’ evidence in the
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form of actions and impacts. Most—though not all—of this chapter has been devoted to
that kind of search. It is itself a large domain, within which one may look for macro-level
effects or local impacts, for concrete outputs or longer-term outcomes. One’s judgements
on the achievements of reform are likely to vary considerably according to which of these
various types of result—and corresponding species of evidence—is given the greatest
weight (Pollitt, 2002).

Where one looks is, in turn, influenced by where one sits. The three most obvious sitting
positions tend to generate rather different ‘vibrations’ about management reform. The
state apparatus itself, and particularly the political heads of department, tend to report
steady progress—everything is in hand and remaining issues are being vigorously
addressed (e.g. Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 1997; Commonwealth Secretariat,
1993; Gore, 1996; Cabinet Office, 2008). Management consultants tend to focus more on
the future, on the potential of new techniques and systems to solve the perceived prob-
lems of today. They do issue warnings, but these are usually about the constraints which
may inhibit progress rather than about the nature of that progress itself. This may be
considered understandable for a group the existence of which depends partly on their
being able to sell innovatory concepts and techniques. Academics are the least optimistic
of the three groups, worrying about what may be lost as well as what is gained, expressing
caution about long-term effects and generally hedging achievement claims with qualifi-
cations and critique (e.g. Boyne et al., 2003; Derlien, 1998; Dunleavy and Carrera, 2013;
Hood and Dixon, 2015; Ingraham, 1997; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2003; Radin, 1998, 2000).

There are also differences within each group. The differences among members of the
state elite itself are perhaps the most interesting, since this is the group that one might
suppose would be most likely to speak with one voice. One obvious divide is between
legislatures and executives. Another is between executives and independent audit offices
(with the latter, as is their role, being more critical). A third is within the executive itself,
between central finance departments (on the one hand) and operational departments (on
the other). One brief example may illustrate these differences of perspective.

In 1996 the president of the Canadian Treasury Board made an annual report to the
legislature, entitled Getting government right: improving results measurement and accountabil-
ity (Treasury Board of Canada, 1996). The minister claimed that:

We have already achieved tangible results in this area. For example, modernizing the financial
management system, better reporting to Parliament, improving how we use information technolo-
gies, and adopting alternative ways of delivering government services. (Foreword)

However, when the Auditor General’s Office reviewed these documents, they made a
number of strong criticisms, including:

The President’s report does not distinguish evaluation from other forms of review . . . The President’s
report presents an overly optimistic picture of progress for an activity which is undergoing major
change and dealing with many important challenges . . . The Treasury Board should ensure that its
report to Parliament credibly represents the performance of review and includes specific measures on
evaluation. (Auditor General of Canada, 1997, sections 3.80, 3.83, 3.85, and 3.86)

At the same time a Parliamentary Working Group was considering the same documenta-
tion. In their own report they also expressed critical views:
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One of the perceived shortcomings of these documents, as expressed by MPs, was the lack of
objectivity in the reporting. Many respondents suggested that it was inappropriate for departments
to be reporting on their own performance—the perceived result of which was ‘feel good’ documents
that said little about the true performance of the department. (Duhamel, 1996, p. 14)

To complete the circle, wemight add that parliaments themselves—including the Canadian
one—have been less than exemplary in making use of performance data, even when these
have been supplied to them (Johnson and Talbot, 2007; Pollitt, 2006a). There has perhaps
been a tendency to succumb to the temptation of grabbing a few headlines by highlighting
unusual or extreme statistics, but not to work through or try to understand the broad picture
which is presented to them.
As for internal differences of perspective within executives, the European Commission

offers many examples of tensions between different Directorates-General (DGs), some of
which involve management issues (e.g. Middlemas, 1995, pp. 247–55). The SEM 2000 and
MAP 2000 initiatives, for example, were seen as coming mainly from the ‘horizontal’ parts
of the Commission-DGIX (Personnel), DGXIX (budgets), DGXX (internal control),
and the Secretariat-General. As such, aspects of the reforms were regarded with suspicion
and were slow-pedalled by certain ‘operational’ (‘vertical’) DGs, which regarded them
as belonging to someone else’s agenda, and potentially burdensome. Assessments of
the Kinnock reforms of 2002–6 also vary considerably among the Eurocrats (Ellinas and
Suleiman, 2008).
Finally, we come to the academic community which is, of course, famous for its ability

to argue over how many angels may dance on the head of a pin. Views of reforms are no
exception. Many academics are both critical and sceptical, perhaps especially of NPM-type
reforms. But others, more supportive of particular reforms, attack these critics and accuse
them of various crimes, such as lacking theoretical rigour or using ‘primitive’methods (e.g.
Kelman, 2007, 2008).

5.9.2 Data, criteria, attribution

The foregoing sections have been peppered with references to the incomplete, ambiguous,
or downright inadequate state of the available data. It is also clear is that data availability
varies sharply according to how one defines ‘results’. To return to the distinctions wemade
in Chapter 1 (see Table 1.2), the records of results talk are voluminous, and the analyst’s
problems are mainly to do with information overload. The records of decisions concerning
results (target-setting, the creation of performance management procedures) are also
extensive. The situation with the practice of results-based management is more complex.
The available information on inputs, savings, process improvements, and outputs is vast.
There can be little doubt that, in many public sector organizations in many countries, the
work process has intensified; more measured outputs are being generated per pound spent
or per member of staff employed. Not all of this informationmay be entirely reliable, but it
would take a giant dose of cynicism to arrive at the conclusion that nothing had changed
and that the productivity of specific organizations had remained static.

Where the information begins to get thin is at the two next stages. First, what have been
the costs of the many measured improvements in productivity, in terms of other activities
foregone, stress and reduced loyalty or commitment among the public sector workforce,
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loss (or gain) of trust by the public, and so on? In most cases there are few answers here:
these hidden costs could be very high or very low, and there could also be hidden benefits,
which the bald statistics of processes and outputs fail to capture.

More importantly, however, information about what may be regarded as the final
stage—the ultimate outcomes of all the reform talk, decision-making, and action on
society at large—is both sparse and ambiguous. As we said earlier, results lead to more
results, and it is the search for the final, end results in this chain—the ‘final outcomes’ as
they are sometimes referred to in the literature—that is most difficult. This is partly
because most governments do not seem to have looked very vigorously for this type of
information, but partly also because such information is difficult and expensive to collect,
and then hard to interpret.

There is therefore something of a paradox at the heart of the international movement in
favour of performance-oriented management reform. The reformers insist that public
sector organizations must reorient and reorganize themselves in order to focus more
vigorously on their results. They must count costs, measure outputs, assess outcomes,
and use all this information in a systematic process of feedback and continuous improve-
ment. Yet this philosophy has clearly not been applied tomany of the reforms themselves,
which thus far have been evaluated only occasionally, and usually in ways that have some
serious methodological limitations (Hood and Dixon, 2015; Pawson, 2013; Pollitt, 1995,
2013c; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2003).

Finally, it may be observed that information itself means little until it is combined with
some criterion. An increase of 5 per cent may be good if the criterion for success is an
average increase elsewhere of 2 per cent, but poor if the average elsewhere is 8 per cent.
Contracting out refuse collection may be deemed a success if the criterion to be applied is
cost per bag collected but thought to be a problem if the criterion is promoting equal
opportunity of employment. The main point here is that there is often room for debate
about which criteria are the most appropriate and, in any case, there seem to be fashions
for particular criteria or measures, which come and go. Indeed, there is quite a persuasive
theory that suggests that this kind of change over time is necessary, to prevent particular
performance indicators getting ‘worn out’ and becoming the target for excessive gaming
and manipulation:

a number of factors, especially the tendency of performance measures to run down or to lose the
capacity to discriminate good from bad performance, trigger ongoing creation of new performance
measures different from and therefore weakly correlated with existing measures. (Meyer and
Gupta, 1994, p. 309; see also Bruijn, 2002; Pollitt, 2013b)

5.9.3 Who needs results?

Onemildly controversial conclusion can be drawn from the foregoing. It is that, if ‘results’
are defined in a narrow way as scientifically tested data describing the final outcomes of
changes, then the international management reform movement has not needed results to fuel its
onward march. This will come as no surprise to analysts who stress the symbolic and
rhetorical dimensions of politics and institutional life (Brunsson, 1989; Brunsson and
Olsen, 1993; Hood, 1998, 2005; March and Olsen, 1995; Power, 1997). Nevertheless, it
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does represent whatmight politely be termed a discontinuity within some of the paradigms
used by the proponents of reform themselves—particularly the hard-edged, performance-
driven visions of core NPM enthusiasts and, more recently, the ‘doing more with less’
rhetoric of politicians and officials facedwith implementing large, recession-induced public
spending cuts.
Equally, ‘results’ of another kind are needed to maintain the momentum of reform.

A continuing high level of production of talk and decision-making is probably essential.
Until now, the flow of white papers, charters, and ‘new initiatives’ has been unceasing
since the early 1980s. Every country has to have a reform programme of some sort, or at
least to be seen to be discussing one. One may ask whether this procession of talk and
decision is now a permanent feature of governance, or whether it is conceivable that the
flood tide may begin to ebb? If public management reform did fall from fashion, that would
not imply that institutions would cease to change. It would simply mean that reforms
were no longer so newsworthy—they would resume the status of technical adjustments,
which is what they were mainly seen as during some periods in the past. Since the 2008
global economic crisis, at least in some countries, there has, perhaps, been a hint that cuts
rather than reforms are what is newsworthy. Ministers may claim that the cuts will be
accompanied by ameliorating reforms, but it is upon the cuts rather than the reforms
that attention is focused.

5.9.4 Regimes, trajectories, and results

Finally, we should ask what the connections are between the politico-administrative
regimes described in Chapter 3, the reform trajectories chosen by different jurisdictions
and commented upon in Chapter 4, and the picture of ‘results’ put together here in
Chapter 5.
In an ideal world the regime types would influence the reform trajectories, and evidence

would show that given trajectories led to specified but different mixtures of results. The
connecting mechanisms or processes (what works and what doesn’t) would also be clear,
and the would-be reformer could thus inspect the local regime and then choose a reform
trajectory which would generate the mix of benefits and costs which s/he most desired.
Unfortunately neither we nor anyone else can ‘fill in’ all the spaces in this ideal model.

Chapter 4 did show that some broad connections could be established between types of
politico-administrative regime and the choice of reform trajectories. Even those links were
subject to exceptions and deviations, temporary or otherwise. There is then a considerable
further ‘disconnect’ between trajectories and results. The record does not permit confident
statements to be made concerning the different mixtures of results that will be harvested
from each main trajectory. On the contrary, there are conflicting claims, with advocates
advancing the respective merits of different models and approaches. These arguments are
only occasionally backed up by results data, and, when they are, the attribution of effects is
usually disputable.
On the other hand, it would be mistaken to draw the conclusion that public manage-

ment reform was a meaningless charade, played only by the cynical or the stupid. On
the contrary, it is absolutely clear that many of the changes made have carried definite
‘pay-offs’ for particular groups and individuals, even if longer-term outcomes remain
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comparatively obscure. To explore these issues further requires, first, a disaggregation of
the ‘players’, second, close attention to contexts, and third, a further examination of the
role of management reform at the interface between politics and management. This third
topic will be dealt with in Chapter 6. There also needs to be a closer analysis of some of the
trade-offs and paradoxes which have come to light in Chapters 4 and 5. This will be the
subject of Chapter 7. Finally, in Chapter 8, it will be possible to return to the overarching
question of the likely connections between different reform strategies and their conse-
quences for relations between politicians, public servants, and the rest of society.
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6 Politics and management

The dividing line between the political and the apolitical has been shifting in the direction

of the political, and more positions that once would have been off limits for political

tampering are now clearly subject to political pressures and appointments. We may well

debate the desirability and efficacy of this change, but it does appear to have become a

reality of modern government.

(Peters and Pierre, 2004, p. 288)

6.1 Forward to the past?

At this point we shift gear. In Chapters 2, 3, 4, and 5 we have been engaged in building a
model of the process of management reform, classifying key contextual features which
differentiate one country’s regime from another, identifying alternative trajectories for
change, and examining the evidence as to the results of this change. Each of these chapters
has therefore been intended to help build up a general picture of what has been
happening—in word and in deed. In the remainder of the book, however, we stand back
from this picture in order to reflect upon some of its broader features. We shift mood from
construction towards deconstruction, from creating an accurate and convincing depiction
towards exploring its contradictions and acknowledging its limitations.
From the outset we have argued that public management cannot be adequately com-

prehended without reference to the crucial relationships which exist between administra-
tion and politics, and between administrators and politicians. In making this point we are
just one more member of a large chorus (e.g. Flynn and Strehl, 1996; Goetz, 1997, p. 753;
Lynn et al., 2001; Hood and Lodge, 2006; Peters and Pierre, 2004). However, while there is
wide agreement that this frontier is an important one, there appear to be varying opinions
as to what is taking place along the borderlines. Some have seen ‘management’ (in the
sense ofmodernized public administration plus privatization) invading politics and taking
over slices of political territory (e.g. Clarke and Newman, 1997; Pollitt, 1993, chapter 1;
Stewart, 1994). Others, in apparent contrast, suggest that management reform has been a
vehicle by which executive politicians have gained a tighter grip of their officials (Halligan,
1997; Peters and Pierre, 2004).
At this point it is useful to examine more closely the concept of a ‘frontier’ between

management and politics. This frontier is related to, but by no means necessarily identical
with, the boundary between civil servants and politicians. According to some key con-
temporary definitions, ‘politics’ is not limited to certain persons (elected politicians) or to
specialized arenas in which an action takes place (parliament, ministerial offices, ‘smoke-
filled rooms’, etc.). More commonly politics is defined by the processes involved. In
particular, political activity is that which involves the exercise of power, especially the



mobilization of various kinds of resources in order to achieve a chosen set of ends in a
situation where the interests of the various parties concerned potentially or actually
conflict (Leftwich, 1984). Thus, even civil servants in Westminster-type systems, though
they may remain ‘neutral’ and scrupulously avoid ‘party politics’, nevertheless frequently
engage in ‘political’ processes, in the sense that they bargain and negotiate and deploy
resources of money, information, and presentational skills in order to improve the chances
of success for policies and programmes with which they are associated. For example, a
senior civil servant charged with implementing his or her minister’s policy of privatizing a
public utility will negotiate with the various parties involved and attempt, on the minis-
ter’s behalf, to make the policy work. Similarly, the chief executive of a hospital may
negotiate with the local trade unions over redundancies or terms and conditions and the
head of a government regional office will bargain with other powerful local figures (local
government officers, local business leaders, and so on) to try to promote regional devel-
opment. In these senses, then, many public servants are involved in ‘politics’, even if they
stay scrupulously clear of ‘party politics’. Indeed, the more ‘networking’ and ‘partnering’ a
government attempts (i.e. the more New Public Governance (NPG) ideas become reality)
the more likely it is that officials will be involved in bargaining and persuading roles. To
the popular definition of politics as the process which determines ‘who gets what, when,
and how’ we would therefore add the thought that, albeit within legal frameworks and
(possibly) under explicit guidance from elected politicians, the person making such deter-
minations will often be an appointed official.

From such a perspective some interesting interpretive possibilities open up. The appar-
ently contrasting views referred to above (between those who believe that the domain of
management is increasing and those who argue that political scrutiny is increasing)
become more understandable and—to a degree, if not entirely—mutually reconcilable.
For example, it could be simultaneously true that politicians are intervening more in
public administration and that the sphere of public management has begun to encompass
more and more issues which used to be mainly the preserve of politicians. These are, then,
crucial boundary issues for public management, and they deserve more detailed consider-
ation here. We will focus on four key questions:

1. Has public management reform shifted the borderline between politics and adminis-
tration, and, if so, in what way?

2. What are the main implications of the new trajectories and models of public manage-
ment for elected politicians (in both executive and legislative roles)?

3. How far does the notion of ‘public service bargains’ enable us to understand changes to
the borderlines?

4. What is the relationship between public management reform and public attitudes
towards politicians and civil servants?

Our answers to all four of these questions—perhaps particularly to the final one—are
tentative. As usual, the available evidence is less than complete, and different directions
are visible in different places and periods.Wemay also note that one feature of the rhetoric
surrounding a good deal of management reform, perhaps especially in the core New Public
Management (NPM group of countries), has been that it has drawn attention away from
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these overtly political issues—the emphasis has tended to be placed on saving money or
improving the public services received by citizens rather than on the effects of all this
upon basic political and constitutional relationships. The implication has seemed to be
that management can be a professional and technical exercise, relatively free of ‘politics’.
Typical of this dominant emphasis was Vice President Gore’s characterization of the US
National Performance Review exercise as one aiming at a government which ‘works better
and costs less’. Typical also was Mrs Thatcher’s bold assertion that moving 70 per cent of
the civil service out of conventional departments and into a new type of executive agency
had no constitutional significance: ‘The government does not envisage that setting up
executive agencies within departments will result in changes to existing constitutional
relationships’ (Prime Minister, 1988, p. 9).
After two decades of intensive change across many countries, including big changes in

the numbers and types of agency (Verhoest et al., 2012), we are far from alone in suggest-
ing that the ‘three Es’ and improved ‘customer service’ are only one dimension of the
picture: the relations between politics and administration have changed too.
Having addressed the questions listed above, the chapter concludes with some synthe-

sizing comments on the extent to which ‘politics’ (at least in its current form) may
represent a structural limit to the effectiveness and reach of management reform.

6.2 Has public management reform shifted the borderline
between politics and administration?

There have been significant changes in the nature of politics in many OECD countries,
quite apart from the impacts of management reforms. Specifically, there has been an
erosion of the perceived legitimacy of government and an increase in the volatility
(decrease in the party loyalty) of most electorates. More sectors of politics—including
management reform—have developed through international rather than purely national
networks (Halligan, 1996a; Held et al., 1998; Kettl, 2000; Manning, 2001). Finally, eco-
nomic pressures have meant that in most OECD countries the era where ministers made
their reputations by introducing big new programmes has long passed. We have moved
into an era of largely ‘technical politics’ rather than the welfare state construction of
1945–75. Executive politicians are now usually engaged in streamlining, repackaging,
marginally modifying, or actually downsizing (‘decrementing’) existing programmes,
rather than any heroic new efforts. Publics tend to be vigilant against reductions in
popular and basic welfare state services (healthcare, education, pensions), yet more scep-
tical andmore demanding (in terms of service standards) than in the past, and, at the same
time, more resistant to tax increases (this contradictory position is perhaps seen most
clearly in the USA—see Kettl, 2016, pp. 25–42). Furthermore, in most countries the mass
media have becomemore aggressive and sceptical, no longer accepting the ‘official line’ or
deferring to theminister’s authority or access to expertise. To put it bluntly, it is evenmore
difficult being a minister than it used to be, partly because the kinds of things a minister
gets to do today are inherently less popular than those that were being done during the
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boom years of the 1950s and 1960s, and partly because the public audience out there,
bombarded withmedia ‘stories’ that are often negative, are more sceptical, less deferential,
and less trusting. One should add that it is also more difficult being a ‘mandarin’. Rouban
(1997, p. 148) is referring specifically to developments in France, but his words apply to
most of our other countries as well:

The time is over when civil servants, representing an all-mighty State, could steer most actors of the
social life and could impose their choice without too much difficulty. Moreover, the classic political
game has been changed. Controversies are no longer built along the lines of ideological frontiers but
involve technical arguments that often cross the political parties’ boundaries.

Within this context, reforming ministers have been caught in the dilemma captured by
the Peters and Pierre quotation at the beginning of this chapter: on the one hand they
have sought greater control over the bureaucracy and its programmes, but on the other
they have seen advantages in decentralizing responsibility and trying to sit ‘above’ the
dangerous cauldron of day-to-day operational failures and achievements. Generally speak-
ing, it might be said that NPM in the Anglo-Australasian style contains ideas which exist in
some tension with each other. NPM doctrine holds that decentralization is good, and
letting/making managers manage is good, but also that political control and accountabil-
ity need to be strengthened and that consumer power should be strengthened. This
conundrum—which will be explored further in Chapter 7—looks rather like an ‘eternal
triangle’. The grass in the other two corners is always greener. Nor have continental
European states—which, as we have seen, have not embraced NPM to anything like the
same extent—been able to avoid problems. In France:

Many civil servants have perceived modernisation as a means to put them in charge of political
choice that had not been decided upstream, as a tricky game whose winners are always the
politicians who can get rid of embarrassing responsibilities in a time of budget cuts and, simultan-
eously, of high defensive corporatism. (Rouban, 1997, p. 155)

Decentralizing devices such as frame budgeting (Sweden, Finland) or delegation to pro-
vincial or regional tiers of government (Belgium, Canada, Italy, USA) have clearly been
used partly in order to transfer the political pain of sharp prioritizations and downsizings
from the national to subnational levels of government (from one set of elected politicians
to another—although within each jurisdictional level there may also be some passing on
of ‘hot potatoes’ to officials). However, at least in these cases the arguments have taken
place within the political sphere, between different strata of elected representatives. Since
the 2008 global economic crisis, austerity has intensified these tensions (e.g. Kuhlmann
and Bouckaert, 2016).

The precise ways in which these tensions play themselves out are therefore shaped by
the type of regime in which they occur (see Chapter 3). In the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ regimes
(Australasia, UK, USA) where politics and government in general tend to be held in lower
esteem, it has been less difficult for politicians to retreat from responsibility for the
management of public services (indeed, easier for them to pursue outright privatization).
Thus many developments have seemed to signal a shift of the borderline in favour of
management, so that its empire (both private and public) has grown while the empire of
politics appears to have shrunk. This has been done in the name of efficiency and
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consumer responsiveness. Yet executive politicians have also been cunning. They have, in
effect, reasserted the distinction between politics and administration (though now calling
the latter ‘management’), making managers responsible for achieving targets, but at the
same time they have frequently retained powers of intervention so that, if things go badly
wrong in the public eye, then the politicians can appear to ride to the rescue with
inquiries, inspection teams, restructurings, and all the other paraphernalia of crisis man-
agement. Managers have become more visible—and more vulnerable (Noordegraaf, 2015,
pp. 39–41). This generalization would apply, for example, to UK executive agencies, grant-
maintained schools, academies, and NHS trust hospitals, and to the Belgian Commission
on the Dutroux (child abuse) scandal and the Dutch inquiry into the firework explosion at
Enschede. Hood and other authors call this ‘the blame game’ (Hood, 2013).

Beneath the surface, the process of letting—or making—public sector managers manage
has not been so simple. There have been countervailing currents and considerable cen-
tralization, partly through the establishment of ever-more sophisticated performance
indicator and target regimes, underpinned by rapidly advancing information technolo-
gies. In the UK a general shrinkage of the public sector was been accompanied by an
extraordinary growth of central auditing, inspecting, and monitoring bodies (Hood et al.,
1999; Power, 1997). As we have seen, executive politicians have transferred their focus
for control from inputs to outputs, via processes. This may account for the somewhat
ambiguous responses from public service managers themselves—they have experienced
greater freedom to deploy their inputs (e.g. switching money from staff to equipment,
or vice versa) but at the same time they have felt themselves under closer scrutiny
than ever before as far as their results are concerned. Even where an activity has been
fully privatized—as with the UK public utilities such as gas, water, electricity, and
telecommunications—politicians have gradually been obliged to give more attention to
arrangements for the public regulation of the resultant private corporations (Foster, 1992).
What is clear is that, in the UK, but also in other Westminster-influenced systems, the

additional pressures which NPM reforms have put on traditional concepts of public
accountability have not been met with any clear and coherent new doctrine to cope
with the new circumstances. The problems are increasingly widely recognized, but most
politicians have shrunk from the task of articulating a ‘new model’ (Barberis, 1998; Behn,
2001; Pollitt, 2003a, chapter 4; Stone, 1995). Neither are new forms of accountability well
settled or understood in the US (Frederickson and Frederickson, 2006).
In an interesting analysis of reforms in two strong NPM countries (Australia, New

Zealand) and two modernizers from the ‘northern European’ group (Norway, Sweden), a
pair of Norwegian scholars paid particular attention to the effects of the implementation
of NPM practices on politicians. Their conclusions are worth citing:

The distance between political leaders, on the one hand, and the actors, institutions and levels to be
controlled, on the other, is increasing, and autonomy from political leaders is more evident. The
new administrative and institutional actors are less loyal than in the traditional system, more
instrumental and individually oriented, and less preoccupied with collective interests, public
accountability and ethos. (Christensen and Lægreid, 2001, p. 304)

Note the emphasis here on a changing culture among the new administrative elites.
Christensen and Lægreid go on to note the additional complexity these changes bring
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for accountability systems (see also Byrkjeflot et al., 2014; Christensen and Lægreid, 2016)
before finally delivering a sober verdict:

Our conclusion is that these changes may in fact undermine political control. Managerialism may
allow executives to exercise greater control over state agencies, but it is greater control over less . . . The
changes also create ambiguity concerning the role of managers, because they are caught in cross-
pressure between politicians and customers. (Christensen and Lægreid, 2001, p. 309)

One might add that the advent of austerity has considerably increased this cross-pressure.
In the more consensualist and decentralized regimes (the northern European group

identified in Chapter 4) the ‘anti-government’ theme has not been as strong as in the
core NPM group. Instead, the rhetoric has stressed modernization, with the political elites
largely holding to their usual role of directing a substantial state apparatus, and the
mandarins continuing to play a strategic role with relatively little challenge to their status
and competence. Considerable decentralization has taken place (Sweden, Finland) but this
has been more political decentralization (to subnational elected authorities) rather than
managerial decentralization on the New Zealand/UK model. One should remember, how-
ever, that these countries were already administratively more decentralized than the UK,
with both Sweden and Finland having strong traditions of national agencies and strong
municipalities and Sweden, in particular, possessing only small central ministries (see
Sweden country file, Appendix B). In general, change in the Nordic countries, although
often flavoured with NPM ideas, was more incremental and cautious than in Australia or
New Zealand (Christensen and Lægreid, 2001; Greve et al., 2016). In the Netherlands the
trajectory was slightly different, with a significant growth in appointed quangos (ZBOs)
during the 1980s. However, this trend soon attracted political criticism and in 1994 an
incoming left-right ‘purple coalition’ made restoring ‘the primacy of politics’ one of its
leading slogans. Departmental agencies with more sharply defined accountability became
the preferred vehicle for decentralization of central government tasks, rather than ZBOs,
and the national audit office made a series of well-publicized reports aimed at improving
the public accountability of autonomous bodies (e.g. Algemene Rekenkamer, 1995, 2002).

In sum, neither in the Nordic states nor in the Netherlands has the borderline between
management and politics moved much, one way or the other. On the other hand, these
regimes have shared in the shift to systems of output rather than input controls, even if this
move has not been as vigorously reinforced by personnel reforms (performance appraisals,
annual results targets for individual public servants) as in the most pro-NPM countries.

In Germany and France the politics/administration frontier has not shifted very much
either. Neither has significantly dismantled central civil service controls; neither has
created flocks of powerful new quangos to take over functions formerly under direct
political oversight (Germany already possessed a large and significant set of parastatal,
corporatist organizations with responsibilities for carrying out public functions). France
has implemented a significant privatization programme, but cautiously, and nowhere near
as sweepingly as the UK or New Zealand. Germany was already extensively decentralized
and France has carried through a major decentralization programme since 1985 but, as in
the case of the Nordics, these have been primarily acts of political decentralization (to local
and regional elected bodies), not pure managerial decentralization. Administrative decen-
tralization has certainly taken place, but not on the same scale as in the UK or New Zealand
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(Guyomarch, 1999; Trosa, 1995; cf. Pollitt et al., 1998). In short, political and civil service
elites (which, significantly, in both countries are intermingled rather than separate—
especially in France) have retained their grip. The politically led state, even if leaking
legitimacy, is still seen as amajor, socially integrating force to be reckoned with. According
to Eymeri-Douzans, in France, ‘senior civil servants behave like partners of politicians in
government in their constant attempt to “politicize” the real world and its problems, i.e. to
legitimize their actions, or attempts to govern this social world and solve its problems’
(Eymeri-Douzans, 2013, pp. 314–15).
There have been significant attempts to begin to shift large, rule-following bureaucracies

towards a more performance-oriented approach, but this has been both patchy and a
largely internal matter. It has not been accompanied (as in Australia, New Zealand, the UK,
or the USA) by general rhetoric about how ‘political influences’ have to be removed/
minimized and professional management/businesslike approaches substituted.
Nor have the German or French publics been copiously supplied with ‘league tables’ of

‘results’ as has been the fashion in the UK and, to a lesser extent, the USA and New
Zealand. The Anglo-American-Canadian rhetoric of citizen ‘empowerment’ has been far
more muted in Napoleonic and continental European federal regimes, where the domin-
ant legal perspective and the distinctiveness of the state sphere make such concepts more
difficult to conceive or fill with any sensible meaning. Citizen justice and citizen rights,
Conseil d’État style, is very different from consumer choice in the style of John Major’s
Citizen’s charter, as the French 1992 Chartes des Services Publics illustrated.
Among the central European group of states, Belgium and Italy remain to be commented

upon. Both have witnessed extensive political decentralization (see country files in Appen-
dix B) but it is not clear that this has much altered the borderline between politics and
administration, or at least not in any lasting way. In Belgium the federal civil service has, if
anything, probably lost some status, alongside politicians, amid the public anger at the
Dutroux affair and other administrative and political scandals of the 1990s. On the other
hand politicians have responded by considerably expanding their political patronage—the
number of discretionary contract appointments has grown (OECD, 2007) and proposals to
reduce the size of the (politicized) ministerial cabinetswere the first casualty of the Coperni-
cus reform (see Belgium country file, Appendix B). In Italy, confidence in the political
system fell to very low levels in the late 1980s and early 1990s, and there were even two
‘non-political’, technocratic governments in the mid-1990s. However, there too, there is
little evidence that the civil service has been the beneficiary of the loss of confidence in
politicians. Rather it, too, has a low status in the eyes of the public.

6.3 What are the main implications of the
new trajectories and models of public
management for elected politicians?

Here we face the same problem that arose in Chapters 1 and 4—how many of the various
models which have been put forward should we select for attention? Our choice is to
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follow the main lines discussed towards the end of Chapter 4: that is, to look at the NPM,
then the Neo-Weberian State (NWS), and finally the NPG.
Looked at by and large, these three models have rather different versions of the roles of

politicians and officials.Most of the earlyNPMwritings said very little about politicians—the
debate was all about how to give more authority to managers, although within a perform-
ance framework that ensured that their performance would be measured and would be
aligned with the strategic goals that were handed down from the politicians. The correct
framework of incentives would ensure that these managers performed in the public interest.
Politicians were left with a strategic role—setting broad goals but keeping their hands off the
day-to-day business of running the machine, which should be delegated to professional
managers. They were to act as chief executives, or chairmen of the board, not ‘fixers’.

The NWS, by contrast, was closer to the traditional pattern. Officials were there to
implement collectively decided and politically defined policies, and they were to do this
professionally and using high technical skills, but without any presumption that they
required large increments of extra autonomy or discretion in order to work effectively.
They were still very much servants/representatives of the state, and as such were not
conceived of as autonomous managers, and certainly not as ‘entrepreneurs’ (cf. Osborne
and Gaebler, 1992). Politicians were very much part of the picture, and were not assumed
to be confined to a strategic role—if they chose to intervene in detail, then civil servants
had to accommodate themselves to that—politicians could legitimately be interested in
the minutiae as well as the strategy.

The NPG complicates the whole picture by taking a ‘network’ approach, and positioning
both politicians and public servants as nomore than rather special players in a larger game.
In this game all sorts of other ‘stakeholders’ also carry both legitimacy and influence (as
well as vital resources and information)—companies, non-profits, and civil society associ-
ations of many kinds. Instead of being final and authoritative decision-makers, in this
scenario politicians become joiners-up, dealmakers, people who seek to build and main-
tain the networks from which agreed policies will emerge, as well as the networks of
organizations (partnerships, collaborations) that will implement those policies. Civil
servants are also drawn into this ever-shifting web of agreements and deals, for it is they
who will have to do much of the ‘footwork’ with local/national/international stakeholder
groups in order to prepare the ground for their political masters to confirm and legitimize
the outcomes of ongoing, multilateral negotiations and consultations. In this model civil
servants certainly need to have management skills, but these are far more than merely
technocratic—they must also include the ability to sound out diverse interests, suggest
possible compromises, build partnerships, guide networks, and generally negotiate. They
become ‘boundary spanners’ (Alford and O’Flynn, 2012, pp. 238–44; Noordegraaf, 2015,
pp. 139–41; Oomsels, 2016). These ‘boundary spanners’ appear to be crucial in their role
building trust within the public sector between its levels and organizations. In an excellent
overview of the ‘metagovernance’ of networks, it was significant that Sørensen and Torfing
repeatedly referred to ‘politicians and public managers’, without making any distinction
between their roles. They acknowledged the need to recruit or train new types of public
manager because some of the existing ones ‘will be unable or unwilling to change their
role from rule-observing bureaucrats to strategic developers and from case and programme
managers to network managers’ (Sørensen and Torfing, 2009, p. 254).

172 POLITICS AND MANAGEMENT



One interesting implication here is that the enormous growth of ‘leadership’ training for
senior civil servants—a trend which has been seen in some continental European states
as well as in the core NPM states—may mean different things in different countries
(Op de Beeck and Pollitt, 2010). In fact there may be separate ‘brands’ of the ‘new public
leadership’ according to whether the NPM, NWS, or NPG model is preferred (Bouckaert,
2010; De Vries and Bouckaert, 2013). Table 6.1 expresses these contrasting models in
simple form.
The first thing to say about the correspondence between the empirical evidence on the

one hand and the NPM, NWS, and NPG models on the other is that it is not a close or
comfortable fit for any of the three. Politicians, it seems, are often reluctant to accept or
confine themselves to the roles these models assign to them—or at least enough of them
are reluctant, enough of the time. And civil servants have difficulties too, some of which
are indicated in Table 6.2.

Table 6.1 Roles for politicians and civil servants: three ideal-type models

Model Role for politicians Role for civil servants

NPM Strategic goal-setting Autonomous managers, sometimes entrepreneurs, held to account
through performance frameworks plus incentives. Mainly working
in ‘arm’s-length’ agencies.

NWS Traditional—takers of authoritative
decisions, both big and small

Professional implementers of (a) laws and (b) politicians’ decisions.
Technically expert. High-quality service to clients. Public service
ethical code.

NPG Forgers and guarantors of compromise
deals between multiple stakeholders

Network managers; partnership leaders; negotiators; boundary
spanners; searchers for leverage; synergies

Table 6.2 Weaknesses in the three ideal-type models

Model Role for politicians Role for civil servants

NPM Strategic goal-setting: but politicians often do not wish
to be confined to this role. They want to get involved in
the detail

Autonomous managers, sometimes entrepreneurs,
held to account through performance frameworks plus
incentives. Mainly working in ‘arm’s-length’ agencies:
loss of sense of a unified public service and increasing
distance from ministers reduces responsiveness.

NWS Traditional—takers of authoritative decisions, both big
and small: less of a problem than NPM or NPG, but
there are an increasing number of situations in which it
is very hard for politicians to take decisions and make
them stick

Professional implementers of (a) laws and (b)
politicians’ decisions. Technically expert. High-quality
service to clients. Public service ethical code: civil
servants may experience a tension between their role
serving politicians and their role of being responsive to
citizens and clients.

NPG Forgers and guarantors of compromise deals between
multiple stakeholders: some politicians may be good at
this, but there are other pressures on them, and in any
case the lowest common denominator of what can be
agreed between stakeholders is not necessarily the
best solution in the public interest

Network managers; partnership leaders; negotiators;
boundary spanners; searchers for leverage, synergies:
hard to maintain clarity of accountability for civil
servants. May even be hard to maintain a dividing line
between what civil servants do and what politicians do.

Weaknesses indicated in italics
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It should also be pointed out that while all these models probably fit some situations
quite well, they certainly do not fit all the roles among the vast range that public servants
are called upon to perform. Thus, in one situation—say looking for partners to redevelop a
run-down city centre—a public servant may be expected to act entrepreneurially, but in
another, like administering a pension fund or conducting a public inquiry, s/he is not.
So part of the problem with each of these ideal-type models is that they are each models of
only a subset of the situations which politicians and their officials have to deal with (Pollitt,
2003a, pp. 161–8). We will now explore the problems of each model in more detail.

The NPM model seems to have the poorest fit with the evidence, although that may be
partly because (a) it requires the biggest shift away from traditional political and admin-
istrative roles, and (b) it has been tried out more extensively than either of the other two,
so its flaws are better known. According to the NPM model, the new role held out for
ministers is as strategists and opinion leaders. They will clarify and communicate visions
and values, choose appropriate strategies, and identify, allocate, and commit resources at
the macro level. The managing/operations will then be done by professional managers,
whose performance will subsequently be appraised against clear objectives and targets.

There seems little evidence that this is a credible vision of any likely reality. Most senior
politicians, in most countries, have not been trained for such a role, and the pressures on
them are not likely to encourage them to adopt it. They may learn the rhetoric—
particularly if it enables them to play the ‘blame game’—but not much more. The story
of the politically dismissed director of the UK prison service vividly illustrates the dangers:
a minister who, faced with an embarrassing series of incidents, tried to save his political
reputation by blaming his official, even though the latter had achieved all the perform-
ance targets set out in his contract (Lewis, 1997). There were similar events with the CEOs
responsible for railways in the Netherlands and Belgium. Politically, the incentives are still
short-term: to make popular announcements of new initiatives, to intervene dramatically
when things appear to be going wrong, to follow popular opinion rather than try to
educate it, to take up single issues (mirroring the media) rather than to develop integrated
strategies, and so on. (As is often wryly observed in government, ‘All failures are oper-
ational.’) And there is evidence that this is exactly what happens (Talbot, 1996, for the UK;
Zifcak, 1994, chapter 5, for Australia; Molander et al., 2002, for the steering of Swedish
agencies; Radin, 1998, for the Government Performance and Results Act in the USA).
‘While the intellectual exercise involved in defining goals and measures of success has
its own rigor, it does not fit comfortably into the fragmented decisionmaking process in
both the White House and the Congress’ (Radin, 1998, p. 313).
In consensualist political systems the attraction of the NPM vision of ministers as

strategists seems even less than in the majoritarian systems of Australia, Canada, New
Zealand, and the UK. In Belgium, the Nordic states, and the Netherlands ministers are not
far-sighted strategists—their political success and survival depends upon their skills and
creativity in putting together coalitions of support to steer through particular programmes
(see, e.g., Ministry of Finance 2013; Finland country file, Appendix B). This is even more
true for EU institutions. In these environments clear statements of strategies and priorities
may actually prove counterproductive: the ability to be all things to all (wo)men is much
more useful. Lists of objectives will typically be either (a) very long and inclusive or (b)
shorter but so general and capaciously phrased as to exclude very little. In neither case
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will the list of objectives be very useful operationally but, more importantly to the
politicians, in neither case will potential allies be needlessly alienated. Nothing in the
NPM can change this political dynamic, which has long been recognized by public
administration scholars.
Again, as far as the substantive content of management reform is concerned, nothing has

happened to alter the diagnosis made by many previous writers on public sector organiza-
tional reform, namely that such reforms have little interest for most ministers, as they are
not ‘vote-catchers’ and because they yield results only over long periods of time, if at all.
Announcing reformsmay bemildly rewarding (e.g. Gore, Thatcher, Lange, Howard, Blair) but
following them through and checking to see if they worked are not high-priority tasks for
most politicians. As the OECD—a leading influence in NPM-type reforms for a decade or
more—put it in 2002: ‘There are political advantages in launching reform initiatives, and
political disadvantages in carrying them through. Hence the prevalence of reform initiatives
abandoned before the critical mass-point of cultural change’ (OECD, 2002, p. 8; Pollitt,
2009b, 2013c). Of course, when organizational boundaries are changed, politicians take an
interest, either to protect their ‘patch’ or to try to gain ‘territory’, but this is hardly the
perspective of the strategic figure implied in much of the NPM literature.
The analysis in the previous paragraph is even more true for the second group of

politician—those in the legislatures. Their careers are hardly ever shaped by organizational
reforms, their constituents are seldom interested in them or knowledgeable about them,
and there is little incentive to get involved in such matters, except in the most superficial
ways, or as constituency advocates in particular cases when things go wrong (‘crippled
widow denied disability benefit’, etc.). Legislatures have been very slow to make construct-
ive use of the increase in performance information available to them (Johnson and Talbot,
2007; Pollitt, 2006b). Most MPs simply don’t have the time or inclination to get involved
in the details of management. Describing the US Congress’s reaction to the National
Performance Review, Kettl (1994, p. 49) vividly crystallized the problem:

Congress, by practice and the Constitution, attacks problems by passing laws. The NPR seeks to
solve problems by improving performance. Congress as an institution works on the input side.
The NPR focuses on the output side. Congress has little incentive to worry about results and, in fact,
has long indulged itself in a separation-of-powers fantasy that absolves it from any complicity in the
executive branch’s performance problems.

Turning to the NWS, we should first acknowledge that, of the three, this model
represents the smallest movement away from a traditional system, and therefore it
might be expected to cause fewer ‘waves’. Nevertheless, it is not problem-free. While
politicians are not assumed to have to change their behaviour very much, new aspects
have been stitched onto the role of civil servants. They are supposed to have become
more professional managers, and they are supposed to have learned to behave more
responsively to the individual clients of public services. While these are both laudable
objectives, there is always the possibility that one or both of them may come into
tension with what the directing politicians want. Thus, for example, civil servants as
professional managers work out a rational, justifiable scheme for decentralizing and
relocating government offices to areas where they will be cheaper and will bring
maximum benefit to the local economies, but the politicians have other ideas. They
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want some of the relocations to be directed to areas which are politically marginal
constituencies, or which are loyal to the party in power. Or again, civil servants,
attempting to respond to citizen’s wishes, carry out opinion surveys and organize
focus groups to determine how hospital services should be reorganized within a par-
ticular region, but ministers are persuaded by the representatives of the medical profes-
sion and the big construction firms that what should actually go ahead is a big new
hospital that will involve the closure or rundown of many existing local services. Civil
servants are then left looking manipulative or untrustworthy to the local residents, who
put energy into developing a plan of their own: they are ‘hung out to dry’ by their
political bosses.

The ‘professionalism’ of the NWSmanager is therefore a particularly circumscribed kind
of professionalism. It is a professionalism that can only rarely assert the necessity of
following its own standards and procedures. Quite often these procedures must bend or
even break before the superior force of a political imperative. The best hope for the NWS
manager may be in a system such as the Danish, Finnish, or Swedish, where there is deep
mutual trust and long-established stability, so that politicians are prepared to allow their
managers considerable discretion to act ‘professionally’, and the managers, in turn, are
unquestioningly obedient once a political imperative is declared to them (see, e.g., Kettl
et al., 2004). The problem for reformers, of course, is that these Nordic states achieved this
condition not through some particular reform package, but historically, over decades or
even centuries of evolution.

It is hard to assess the NPG model because it is often formulated in such a vague and
general way (Osborne, 2010). However, it is reasonably clear that it would involve civil
servants in extensive networking activities, dealing with a range of groups from themarket
sector and civil society (Alford and O’Flynn, 2013, pp. 239–44). In these instances the
public officials would not be simply ‘messengers’, handing down what their ministers had
told them they wanted. On the contrary, they would have constructive and creative roles,
looking for synergies between different stakeholders, encouraging innovatory solutions,
and so on. Rather like the ‘entrepreneurial’ public officials in the NPM model, this can
leave civil servants rather out on a limb. Furthermore, this model tends to assume that, if
one gets all the stakeholders around the table with one or more skilled ‘network facilita-
tors’, then an agreed compromise solution will be found. Unfortunately, this does not
always happen.

The NPG model is still evolving, and has the support of many academics who see it as
the answer to problems of governability in complex, cosmopolitan societies. However, it is
also widely acknowledged that it has weaknesses and ‘silences’. One of these is how one
measures the effectiveness of networks, since the somewhat hierarchical ‘production
model of performance’ (see Figure 5.1) is held not to apply to the NPG (Sørensen and
Torfing, 2009, pp. 239–43). A second is the role of politicians. Network theorists see the
need for a new interpretation of ‘political primacy’:

This primacy is not so much based on the right to define the substance of government policy based
on an ex ante interpretation of the general interest, but on the capacity to initiate and guide societal
discourses aimed at the exploration of interests, the creation of solutions, and thus the gradual
discovery of the common interest. (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000, p. 385, italics in original)
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This leaves open the question whether politicians themselves are, on the whole, likely
to want to give up their previous form of ‘primacy’ for this new version. It seems from
quite a few case studies of networks that many politicians (understandably) wish to
reserve to themselves the right at any point to back out and claim a unique and higher
legitimacy as elected representatives. In the case studies analysed by Klijn and Koppen-
jan, the politicians emerge (to use their words) as ‘spoilsports’ as often as they do
‘playmakers’ (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000; see also Pollitt, 2003a, pp. 57–67). Indeed, if
we contemplate one of the strongest political trends in Europe and the US since 2008—
the rise of populist right-wing parties and individuals—we can see that the political
leaders of these formations tend, if anything, to the authoritarian rather than the
participatory pole. Further, even among mainstream politicians, holding office during
the era of austerity tends to thrust incumbents into positions where they feel they have
to make unpopular spending reductions, even if major stakeholder groups are adamantly
against them.
A third problem is the issue of democratic accountability. One advantage of traditional

hierarchies is that accountability leads up from one level to the next in a nice straight line.
It may not always work like that in practice, but in principle it is understandable and clear.
By contrast, in the myriad, plastic networks of NPG, how can we see who is responsible for
what? Although supporters of network governance, Sørensen and Torfing (2009, p. 243)
put the issue with admirable candour:

on the basis of the liberal norms of representative democracy, governance networks appear to be
rather undemocratic. There is no equal participation of citizens within a given territory, since only
the relevant and affected groups have access to a particular governance network. There is no free and
open competition among different political elites to represent the relevant and affected citizens, as
the participating stakeholder organizations often possess a monopoly in representing particular
functionally defined groups of people. Finally, democratic control and accountability is weak due to
the fact that network participants are not elected, but rather (self) appointed.

Thus both politicians and public managers may be able to use networks to edge away from
the usual constraints on and transparencies in their activities. The answer to this problem
proffered by Sørensen and Torfing is quite a complex and demanding list of principles and
tools for ‘network metagovernance’ (2009, p. 248). Perhaps the proposal which is most
relevant to our frontier between politicians and public managers is the following:

The relevant political authorities and public agencies must assign responsibility for strategic gov-
ernance of particular networks to the politicians and public managers who are directly or indirectly
involved in the networked governance processes and, therefore, have the required knowledge of the
organizational and political landscape to act as metagovernors. (p. 254)

It has to be said that this is not an entirely convincing proposal—in several respects. First,
it seems to assume that ‘the relevant political authorities’ can just arrange the metagover-
nance of networks (althoughmuch of the network literature stresses how networks cannot
be ruled or directed). Second, it further assumes that the ‘relevant political authorities’will
act in a long-sighted, strategic, and principledmanner—but it is precisely the fact that they
don’t always do this that causes the problem in the first place! Third, we again have here an
instance of NPG writing in which no distinction is made between the roles of politicians
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and managers. They are all in it together, not only collaborating and negotiating and
developing new relationships, but now also acting as ‘metagovernors’. One must ask
whether public managers are either trained or suited to such a role—and, indeed, what
politicians (or the citizenry) would think if their officials began to behave in that way?
Neither is it only academics who proclaim such bold but problematic futures for ‘govern-
ance’. Consider the following extract from a particularly gushing UK Treasury report about
taking a ‘whole area’ (spatially integrated) approach to public services, an approach which
the report refers to as ‘Total Place’:

The challenges identified by Total Place will require all public leaders to take a broader view of the
leadership task in public services. Future leaders will not only be people who can work across
organizations on behalf of their places, but people who engage effectively with peers, communities,
the third sector and with local democratic representatives. They might be political leaders, chief
executives, and chief constables; equally they might be programme managers, frontline staff or
members of the public. (H.M.Treasury, 2010, p. 59)

To conclude this section, we may remark that any model which assigns a new role to
politicians is at risk of being embarrassed by their lack of cooperation. It is as well to
remember an observation which was originally applied to attempts to establish profes-
sional, career public services, independent of political influence, but which could also
perhaps be applied to all three ideal models—NPM, NWS, and NPG:

in government, politics is still trumps and if political leaders have the desire to impose their will
over the public sector it is very likely that they will win; they may win by covert strategies, but they
will win. (Peters and Pierre, 2004, pp. 288–9)

6.4 How far does the notion of ‘public service bargains’
enable us to understand changes to the borderlines?

NPM, NWS, and NPG are all broad-scope models of how the whole of the public sector can
be run. While they do—as we have just seen—have considerable implications for the
borderline(s) between politicians and officials, it may be that the concept of public service
bargains (PSBs) may help even more. After all, the PSB concept is specifically built for and
focused on the frontier between politics and administration.

The main types of PSB were set out in Figure 4.3. The discussion of trajectories in
Section 4.5 suggested that, although there were significant exceptions, a general tendency
could be discerned in which civil services moved away from trustee-type bargains and
towards agency-type bargains. This, though, is no more than a useful summary descrip-
tion. It does not yet tell us what the reason or reasons for such a change may have been.
One hypothesis is that, faced with more complex, rapidly changing societies, with faster-
moving, more aggressive media and with dwindling popular loyalty to specific political
parties, executive politicians have reached for any tools that appear likely to offer them
more protection. For example, they surround themselves with cohorts of politically loyal,
media-savvy, and, if possible, substantively expert ‘advisers’. An empirical review of the
New Zealand experience with advisers put the matter very clearly:
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there is a sense among our respondents that policy-making is simply more difficult these days than
it once was. Intractable policy problems, a more intrusive media that operates in real time . . .
exponential increases in the amount of information policy-makers must absorb and master, and a
more demanding and discerning public are among the characteristics of a contemporary policy
environment which places ministers under increasing pressure. (Eichbaum and Shaw, 2007, p. 465)

And that, of course, was well before the 2008 global economic crisis and the ensuing
period of austerity in many countries, which have made executive political roles even
more uncomfortable. In PSB terms, political advisers are agents, not trustees. Most of them
will be brought in on term contracts, although a few may be career civil servants who turn
out to have the requisite sympathies and skills. We have seen a growth in the numbers of
this sort of operative in Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
the UK, and the USA—although starting from very different previous levels, and
appointed in a variety of ways (OECD, 2011). Some may be agents subject to short-term
direction (B2b in terms of Figure 4.3), while some may be given delegated authority and
allowed to go off and do their master’s work at a distance (B2a). Some may have only one
master (B2b2), while others may have several (B2a1). The OECD summarizes this as
follows: ‘their sheer number and the opacity surrounding their status have prompted
widespread concern in the last decade in many countries’ (OECD, 2011, p. 9).
This is an important development ‘on the borderline’. It could be said that it means that

the ‘border’ itself has been getting wider—the importance of this zone in between pure
politician and pure career trustee has been growing. However, it has clearly not been a
particularly simple or uniform process. Indeed, the original book by Hood and Lodge
acknowledges that PSBs are usually informal rather than formal, and that they do not
come in a single form but vary over time and place (Hood and Lodge, 2006, p. 24). The
book also describes an almost endless series of ways in which one PSB can morph into
another—and back again. So the taxonomy itself becomes rather complex.
Empirical work is beginning to come in, and thus far it suggests that we are not

witnessing a simple transition from one type of PSB to another. Thus, the PSB for Danish
permanent secretaries has not become particularly managerial, despite some reforms
whichmight seem to point in that direction. The PSB for top Dutch officials has acquired
a slightly more managerial flavour, but still has consociational/trustee elements and
might be best described as a hybrid. In Belgium what was previously a B1a1 trustee/
consociationalist type of bargain with agency/serial loyalist overtones (B2b1) has moved
towards a complex delegated agency type (B2a1). As Eichbaum and Shaw (2007) make
clear, the effects of a growth of political advisers may be positive or negative for both
politicians and career bureaucrats. Expert advisers may screen out certain proposals from
the career civil service as politically too sensitive—thus restricting the range of options
open to ministers. Alternatively, they may raise the quality of policy proposals coming
from the civil service by constructively challenging them at an early stage, and making
themmore politically manageable. They may be doctrinaire and short-term, or they may
work in partnership with top civil servants to encourage innovatory but rigorous think-
ing. The games played in the borderlands between politicians, political advisers, and
‘trustee’ civil servants are not necessarily zero-sum, but they are by no means necessarily
‘win-win’ either.

POLITICS AND MANAGEMENT 179



Taken together these findings confirm a very general direction of change in most
countries, but not much more. We would also have to acknowledge that there have
been some moves back towards re-emphasizing a unified, career public service—especially
in those countries where the NPM-style fragmentation had gone furthest—Australia,
New Zealand, and the UK (Advisory Group on Reform of Australian Government
Administration, 2010; Whitcombe and Gregory, 2008). Overall, therefore, the PSB frame-
work is definitely helpful, but is itself quite slippery. It tends to confirm the trajectories we
have already described in Chapter 4, and to reinforce the perception that there have been
significant differences between core NPM countries and NWS countries.

6.5 What is the relationship between public
management reform and public attitudes
towards politicians and civil servants?

On the face of it the question ‘What do the citizens think about public management
reform?’ may seem both fundamental and straightforward. Surely, in a liberal democracy,
this is the ultimate test of any government action or programme? Such assumptions are
further supported both by political rhetoric around the issue of rebuilding citizens’ trust in
government and by a widespread debate concerning the alleged loss of legitimacy by
governments throughout theWestern (and Australasian) world. The academic fascination
with this began a long time ago, and has embraced academics of very different theoretical
persuasions (see, e.g., Habermas, 1976; Nye et al., 1997). Some write of a loss of legitimacy,
others of a decline in deference, others still of a loss of trust, or of confidence. There are
interesting differences between these concepts (legitimacy/deference/trust/confidence),
but from the point of view of management reform they all point towards a more critical
and recalcitrant audience for attempts to remodel at least those public sector organizations
which deal directly with the citizenry.

Unfortunately, the question itself is packed with doubtful assumptions. For example, do
most citizens know anything about the many reforms which have been proclaimed and
implemented by OECD governments? They are seldom the stuff of TV news or newspaper
headlines. Even if they have encountered some references to reforms, are most citizens
sufficiently interested to pay any attention? If we take one of the most extensively
(and expensively) promoted reforms, the UK Citizen’s charter, one survey indicated that
71 per cent of citizens had heard of it (ICM, 1993), but other research indicated that very
few people possessed any accurate knowledge of what was in it (Beale and Pollitt, 1994). This
ignorance of actual mechanisms and substance survived despite a government campaign
that had posted a glossy leaflet to every household in the land. Six years later, a Labour
government printed 100,000 copies of its annual performance report and made them
available at £2.99 in supermarkets. Only 12,000 were purchased, and under the terms
of the contract many thousands had to be bought back by the government (BBC News,
1999, 2000). In Italy, the proud launch of their own citizen’s charter escaped the attention
of most Italians (Schiavo, 2000). In Belgium the citizen’s charter was professionally
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published in the State Monitor, as royal and ministerial decrees, and therefore remained at
the administrative level (Bouckaert, 1995a). One imagines that more technical reforms—
such as the ‘reinvention labs’ in the US NPR, or results-oriented budgeting in Finland and
Sweden—would remain completely unknown to the vast majority of the populations of the
countries in question. And we also know that most American citizens have a stupendously
inaccurate picture of their own governmental system in the first place (Kettl, 2016,
pp. 40–2).
Indeed, lack of knowledge may not be the most serious barrier. The possession of false

information or serious conceptual misconceptions can be equally distorting. Take, for
example, the average American’s view of the efficiency of federal programmes. Surveys
show that most Americans believe that more than 50 per cent of the expenditure in social
security programmes goes in overheads. The true figure is less than 2 per cent (Bok, 1997,
p. 56). Surveys in the UK in the 1960s were said simultaneously to reveal majorities against
‘nationalization’ but in favour of ‘public ownership’. Surveys at the time of the UK EU
(‘Brexit’) referendum of 2016 showed that the majority of citizens held wildly inaccurate
beliefs about the EU.
However, let us set aside the (major) problems of citizen ignorance and indifference for a

moment, and concentrate on those issues where citizens do, it seems, hold definite opin-
ions. After all, surveys in a number of countries have been carried out with questions such as
‘How do you rate the overall performance of government?’ or ‘Do you have no confidence/
some confidence/a great deal of confidence in politicians/civil servants/bank managers/
doctors?’ and there has been no difficulty in obtaining responses and adding them up to
percentage ‘answers’. It is on the basis of time series of surveys of this genre that some
political scientists have identified a problem of declining legitimacy and trust in many
liberal democracies (for summaries, see Nye et al., 1997; Pew Research Centre, 1998).
These are certainly interesting data, but the problems of interpretation are considerable.
For example, two important questions are what are respondents thinking of when they
declare their opinions on the overall performance of government, or their level of trust?
What they read in the newspaper last week? A recent TV appearance by the prime minister/
president? The government’s decision not to increase the state pension by the full rate of
inflation? The poor service the respondent received in the post office that morning? Fur-
thermore, there is the question of the rationale behind the opinion.Why does the respond-
ent think that state pension decisions/macroeconomic policy/counter service at the post
office is good or bad?What expectations did they bring to the question, and howwere those
expectations formed? Unfortunately, only a few surveys can offer any help with these sorts
of questions—we may know what the average citizen thinks, but seldom why they think it.
Quite apart from what may lie behind the percentages in the survey reports, it seems

that the gloomy picture of falling confidencemay itself result from a narrow reading of too
few sources. In a careful examination of international figures on trust in government, Van
de Walle et al (2008, p. 61) arrived at the conclusion that ‘The findings contradict the
political and the popular discourse. Empirically, there is little evidence of an overall long-
term decline in trust in government, although there are institutions that have suffered
from a loss in trust.’
This ushers us into a more complicated landscape. First, opinions as to overall govern-

mental performance, or levels of trust, do not necessarily correlate closely with opinions
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on much more concrete and specific issues (e.g. How adequate is the postal service?). It
seems quite possible for citizens to maintain a generalized cynicism or mistrust of
‘government’ while simultaneously being reasonably satisfied with many of the specific
public services they actually make use of (Canadian Centre for Management
Development, 1998a, 1998b). The level of this generalized dissatisfaction with govern-
ment is ‘strongly connected to how people feel about the overall state of the nation’ (Pew
Research Centre, 1998, p. 1). Meanwhile, as we saw in Chapter 5, citizen opinions of
specific public services may go up (Table 5.7 showed a general improvement in mean
service quality scores for specified Canadian public services—and in the first period a
bigger average increase for public services than for private). In the UK too, a 1993 ICM
survey found that the public’s perceptions of improvements in services by no means put
private sector services consistently above those provided by the public sector—for
example, NHS doctors and state postal services were placed somewhat above building
societies and far above banks (ICM, 1993, p. 16—one imagines banks would have fallen
even further after 2008!).

Certainly, there is no firm ground for the assertion that the public would like the welfare
state to be ‘rolled back’ and replaced by private modes of provision. For example, a 1993
attitudinal survey of New Zealanders showed:

strong endorsement for the notion of a universalist rather than a residualist welfare state, including
support for more taxes (although not necessarily a willingness to pay more tax personally), as well
as an underlying conviction that politicians are out of touch and unworthy of the government’s
trust. (Vowles et al., 1995, p. 97)

Even in the USA, supposedly the stronghold of anti-government, pro-private sector senti-
ments, it has been shown that ‘Fully 72 per cent of Americans believe that government
should see to it that no one is without food, shelter or clothing . . . as many as felt that way
in the 1960s’ (Pew Research Centre, 1998, p. 7).

Respondents are frequently able to distinguish between different groups of actors in the
process of governance. Most commonly they extend a tolerable degree of trust towards
civil servants, but a considerably lower (and falling) degree towards political leaders. For
example:

surveys suggest that the public’s frustration is directed more at politicians who lead government
than at civil servants who administer it. By a margin of 67% to 16% the public has more trust in
federal workers than in their elected officials to do the right thing. In that vein 69% now say that
they have a favorable opinion of government workers—an improvement from the 55% that held
that view in a 1981 Los Angeles Times national opinion survey. (Pew Research Centre, 1998, p. 2)

Thus, if President Reagan was right in saying that the federal government was part of the
problem rather than part of the solution, it was the politicians rather than the bureaucrats
he should have been aiming to reform! Furthermore—for the USA at least—it is not so
much failures in the efficiency of elected politicians that provokes public distrust as the
perception that such leaders are failing to uphold high moral standards (Pew Research
Centre, 1998). This is extremely interesting material, as it carries the implication that
public management reform is unlikely to contribute much to enhancing the legitimacy of
a particular, current government, for two solid reasons. First, the public do distinguish
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between political leaders and civil servants, and the bulk of their distrust is directed at the
former. Second, the deepest roots of discontent with the political leadership do not grow
out of perceptions of their incapacity to manage affairs but rather from their (perceived)
untrustworthiness or low moral standards. Finally—just to complicate matters further—
the public may well also draw distinctions between different types of politician. They
frequently trust local politicians more than national politicians. Or they may respond
more favourably to a question about how far they trust parliament than to one about how
far they trust government. All in all, it looks as though publics may be quite discriminating
and sophisticated (if often ill-informed) in their judgements, and as though sweeping
generalizations about a loss of public confidence in (by implication) all government in all
countries are inaccurate and misleading.
Third, citizen responses can be highly context-specific, and need to be interpreted in the

light of that. For example:

it appears that fire services are always rated highly by citizens while municipal planning services are
rated much lower. This may reflect the nature of the services: one is an essential service; while the
other is a regulatory function that may impact on some citizens negatively, in order to ensure
fairness in protecting other citizens, such as in zoning regulations. Thus a rating of 7.0 would be a poor
score for a fire service, but an excellent score for a planning service. (Canadian Centre for Management
Development, 1998b, p. 6, italics in original)

Thus, ideally, analysis of citizen opinion needs to be topic-specific (some services are
inherently more popular than others) and person-specific (politicians are distrusted
more than civil servants). One also needs to know something about the citizens’ own
experiences (are responses coming from those who have little knowledge and no experi-
ence to be counted as equally valid to those from other citizens who are regular, indeed
‘expert’ users of the particular service in question?). The question of ‘trust in government’
turns out to be as complex as government itself.
Indeed, the concept of legitimacy itself is far from simple. To say that one accepts the

current government, or the current system of public administration, as legitimate is a
statement which may conceal a range of states of knowledge and a variety of attitudes.
Attitudes may range from reluctant acquiescence (‘I suppose there isn’t any alternative’),
through lukewarm acceptance, to enthusiastic approbation.
In sum, we may conclude that the public’s attitude to management reform in particu-

lar, and to public administration in general, is both complex and as yet only lightly
researched. Most of the public probably know little about most specific reforms. Most of
them are also capable of simultaneously maintaining a spectrum of attitudes towards the
state apparatus, distinguishing between different groups of actors, different services, and
questions of greater generality or specificity. Some of their attitudes may be deeply
founded and hard to shift (for example, the widespread apparent support, in many
countries, for the continuance of the basic fabric of the welfare state), while other
opinions may be quite volatile and easily altered by new information or experiences.
Thus, bold assertions that the public have lost confidence in public services, or that they
‘want’ less bureaucracy, or that they are demanding higher quality, frequently turn out
to be fragile—and therefore inadequate as platforms upon which to erect specific pro-
grammes of reform.
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6.6 Politics and management: an overview

The relationship between politics, public management, and public opinion is a conten-
tious area, and one in which systematic data are at best patchy. Having made these caveats
we will attempt to draw out a few broad propositions from the arguments and evidence
advanced in this chapter.

First, public management reforms have altered the relationships between elected and
appointed officials in a number of countries and in a number of ways. In this sense at
least, they are not ‘neutral’. It seems likely that these changes have been greatest in the
core NPM countries, somewhat less in the northern group of European countries, and
smallest in the central European group. Second, there is an absence of convincing evi-
dence concerning the willingness or ability of executive politicians to fulfil the mandates
they are given within each of our three ideal models—but particularly the parts they are
given to play within the NPM and NPG frameworks. The kindest thing that could be said
about reformmodels which cast politicians in such roles would be that they are unproven
and seem to fly in the face of known incentives to behave in a more traditional ‘political’
fashion. Third, managers do appear to have gained extra authority in a number of ways,
but at the same time political control has been vigorously reasserted inmany of the twelve
countries. There is no necessary contradiction between these two developments—the
public sector is large and diverse enough for both to be happening at the same time. In
specific cases, however, there may be a quite definite tension. In some of these cases this
has taken the form of difficulties between career civil servants and the enlarged ring of
political advisers who surround and attempt to protect ministers. In others, civil service
managers, granted greater autonomy, have behaved too entrepreneurially, and have taken
risks or made decisions which have brought embarrassment to their political bosses.
Fourth, any suggestion that public management can be radically depoliticized (in the
sense of ‘political’ outlined earlier) is either a misunderstanding or is contradicted by the
evidence from many countries. The allocation of, say, healthcare resources or decisions
about educational standards or major public infrastructure projects are all inherently
‘political’ decisions, whether they are taken by powerful politicians or tough public
managers (or, indeed, medical doctors or teachers). The public will often see the political
authority as ultimately responsible—or, at least, sharing responsibility—however much
ministers may protest that these are technical or professional decisions which have been
taken by the appropriate officials. Fifth, there is a certain ambiguity in much of the
rhetoric around strengthening accountability and increasing transparency, in so far as
some executive politicians have used the new politics/administration split to redefine
policy weaknesses as managerial (‘operational’) failures. This enables political leaders to
try to shuffle off direct responsibilities for things going wrong. Furthermore, it appears that
legislatures have been slow to take up and use the increased flow of performance data
which greater transparency and the contemporary emphasis on outputs and outcomes
afford. There are several reasons for non-use of performance information, such as a
perception of bad quality, or a culture and attitude of distrust in information (see also
Van Dooren et al., 2015). With Chapter 5 in mind, one might say that even when a ‘real
result’ manages to climb over the conceptual, methodological, and political barriers, and
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escape into the wider public world, it is often left wandering around looking for an
audience. Sixth, any simple picture of public opinion as being ‘for’ or ‘against’ ‘big
government’ is misleading. Such evidence as is available shows that, however limited
the public’s knowledge may be of the specifics of reform, popular attitudes towards
government are multifaceted and, in some respects, quite sophisticated.
One further conclusion that might be drawn is that there is a strong need for a more

realistic model of the role politicians can and should play in the running of the state
apparatus. Neither the representative democracy/public interest model of the Anglo-
Saxon countries nor the continental Rechtsstaat model seems sufficient to cope with the
new forms and practices which have emerged. It is not so much that these traditional
models are wrong, more that they are, by themselves, inadequate to present-day circum-
stances. More controversially, one might suggest that any rethinking of these matters
ought to focus at least as much on the induction and training of politicians, and on the
framework of incentives and penalties surrounding them, as on reforming the public
service or yet again reshuffling its organizations. Why is it usually assumed that it is the
civil servants who are in need of reform but not ministers or the other politicians whomay
hope to become ministers in due course? This is not to advocate some modern version of
Platonic guardians and neither, certainly, is it a plea for MPs to be forced to take MBAs.
However, it is to suggest that the preparation of politicians for high office has, in many
countries, been a ‘no-go’ area for reformers for too long. If it is in fact the politicians
themselves who are most widely and deeply distrusted, then perhaps there are sound
democratic reasons for bringing their readiness for the tasks they are confronted with to
the fore as an item on the agenda for public debate.
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7 Trade-offs, balances,
limits, dilemmas,
contradictions, and
paradoxes

[T]he major paradoxes, with their unpalatable medium term and long term implications,

appear to be general and permanent in character and seem to be rooted in misunder-

standing, in the policy contradictions which characterise the reforms and in the naïveté

of the reformers themselves.

(Wright, 1997, p. 12)

7.1 Reform optimism/memory loss

A prominent, but frequently unremarked feature of the public sector reforms of the last
twenty years has been a large optimism about the potential of management itself (Pollitt, 1993,
pp. 1–5; 2016a). Few boundaries seem to be envisaged for the exercise of this set of dynamic
and purportedly generic skills. At the beginning of the most intensive period of reform a
British cabinet minister expressed himself thus: ‘Efficient management is the key to the
[national] revival . . . and the management ethos must run right through our national life—
private and public companies, civil service, nationalized industries, local government, the
National Health Service’ (Heseltine, 1980). Such optimism stands in contrast to an older
tradition of speaking and writing about the running of public sector organizations, one that
sees these activities as subject to a number of widespread, ‘built-in’, and possibly inevitable
limitations and trade-offs. In traditional, permanent bureaucracies, cautionary wisdom
about such administrative constraints was built up, case by case and over time, and used
by seasoned career officials to warn politicians of the likely limitations of their proposed
innovations (which, in administrative form, were seldom as novel as the politicians may
have supposed). Since the 1970s, however, in the most radically reforming countries this
kind of cautious mandarin has gone out of cultural fashion in favour of the ‘can-do’ chief
executive (see Pollitt, 2003a, chapter 7 for an analysis of management gurus and the
representation of managers as heroes and visionaries, and Peters and Pierre, 2004 for an
account of the politicization of the higher civil service). Furthermore, in these same coun-
tries a combination of downsizing (accelerated but not initiated by austerity), the spread of
term contracts for senior officials and higher rates of turnover of various categories of staff
have operated to shorten institutionalmemories, so that fewer and fewer in the organization



are likely to know of the precedents of ten or twenty years ago, or to wish to bring these
inconveniences to the attention of their political masters (Pollitt, 2000; 2008).
The grip of the ‘lessons of history’ has been further weakened by the popularity of the

notion that, catalysed by rapid economic and technological change, the business of
management is constantly confronting new challenges, and therefore, by implication at
least, rapidly leaving old concerns far behind. Bestselling texts with titles such as Thriving
on chaos: handbook for a management revolution (Peters, 1987) or Reengineering the corporation
(Hammer and Champy, 1995) have encouraged the belief that the past is irrelevant.
Consider the following advice from the founding fathers of re-engineering:

Reengineering is about beginning again with a clean sheet of paper. It is about rejecting the
conventional wisdom and received assumptions of the past. Reengineering is about inventing
new approaches to process structures that bear little or no resemblance to those of previous
eras. (Hammer and Champy, 1995, p. 49)

It might be objected that the cited sources are concerned with the private sector. In fact the
management ‘gurus’ in question insist that their insights apply to all organizations (see,
e.g., Hammer and Champy, 1995, pp. 218–19), and their work has certainly been noticed
by governments in a number of countries. Furthermore, there is a parallel stream of
rhetoric specifically focused on government. Probably the most read and talked-about
English-language text on government reform of the last decade is replete with declarations
such as the following from Reinventing government:

the bureaucratic model developed in very different conditions from those we experience today . . .
Today all that has been swept away. We live in an era of breathtaking change . . . Today’s environ-
ment demands institutions that are extremely flexible and adaptable . . . It demands institutions that
empower citizens rather than simply serving them. (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992, p. 15)

Without wishing to deny the evident truth of changing conditions for government, we do
wish to register some scepticism concerning what one might term the ‘history is dead;
everything is new’ school of management thought. On the contrary, as governments have
geared up to tackle the problems of the last four decades, the record (as we read it) shows
many examples of old constraints and trade-offs reappearing in new clothes.
In this chapter, therefore, we wish to take seriously the concept of there being intrinsic

constraints and limits to administrative reform. This is hardly revolutionary. It has been
espoused, in different ways, by a number of the most distinguished academic writers on
public administration and management. For example, just after the Second World War,
Herbert Simon famously noted that the ‘principles’ of public administration were more
like proverbs and, like proverbs, tended to come in contradictory pairs (Simon, 1946).
Charles Perrow envisaged bureaucratic processes as being inherently beset with dilemmas,
in which to organize in one way was inevitably to pay a serious price in another (Perrow,
1972). Christopher Hood developed an extended typology of ‘limits’ to administration, in
which administrative dilemmas and non-linearities commonly conspired to distort the
process of implementation in the direction of inefficiency, corruption, or even counter-
intentional effects (Hood, 1976). Hood and Jackson, following in the footsteps of Herbert
Simon, later drew attention to the way in which administrative arguments often come in
matching pairs, with advantages and disadvantages trading off as one moves from one
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polar principle to its opposite (Hood and Jackson, 1991). More recently, Hood has articu-
lated an evenmore elaborate scheme of constraints, using grid/group cultural theory in an
attempt to demonstrate that each administrative philosophy carries not only intrinsic
limitations but, beyond that, the seeds of its own decay (Hood, 1998; see also 6, 2004). One
of us has traced the way in which administrative fashions have swung between central-
ization and decentralization (Pollitt, 2005). Many other writers have noted a tendency for
organizational reforms to move in cycles or waves (e.g. Davis et al., 1999; Light, 1995;
Talbot and Johnson, 2007). Recently one group of scholars produced a whole book about
the ‘paradoxes of modernization’, subtitled the unintended consequences of public policy
reform (Margetts et al., 2010).

While we do not follow any of these authors exactly, we do believe that their shared
perception that the administration of public programmes commonly exhibits deep-seated
and recurring types of dilemmas and contradictions—and therefore limits and cycles—is
accurate. The substitution in Anglophone environments of the magical word ‘manage-
ment’ for the unfashionable ‘administration’ does little to change the types of limits with
which these analysts were concerned (though it may lead to an increase in the proportion
of certain types of problem in relation to other types). Obtaining reliable information
about tax evasion behaviours or coordinating a variety of agencies which are all delivering
services to the unemployed are activities which pose fundamentally similar organizational
problems whether the public officials concerned deem themselves to be rule-following
bureaucrats or performance-chasing managers. Neither do the wonders of ICTs dissolve
the need to balance, choose, and recognize limits. Vastly improved capacities for data
processing and rapid communication certainly make possible styles of governance, coord-
ination, and (not least) supervision which were difficult or unachievable previously.
However, ICTs cannot resolve logical contradictions, bruised motivations, ergonomic
constraints, or problems of competing and divergent values. They may, however, help
decision makers to muster a clearer or more detailed picture of the options before them—

whether this clarity is welcome or not.
To further investigate these limits and contradictions we will take three steps. First, in

Section 7.2 we will attempt to define the various kinds of problem concept a little more
precisely. Second, in Section 7.3 we will list some contemporary candidates for trade-offs,
limits, etc. Third, in Sections 7.4 to 7.11 we will examine each of these candidates in more
detail, relating them to the empirical material offered elsewhere in this book, and also to
the three main models of reform that we introduced in Chapter 1. We end with a short,
reflective summary.

7.2 The vocabulary of balance and contradiction

Thus far we have referred to ‘constraints’, ‘limits’, ‘trades-off ’, and ‘problems’. In an
attempt to be slightly more precise we will henceforth distinguish between the following.

Trade-offs: where having more of one desideratum, or lessening one problem, inevitably
diminishes some other wished-for quality or increases a different problem. This is there-
fore a situation where decision makers are obliged to balance between different things
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which they want, but cannot feasibly have more of all at the same time—indeed, where to
havemore of one entails having less of another. An example that Hood (1976) gives is that
of appointing long-serving local officials, which is likely to increase local knowledge and
continuity but simultaneously to increase the number of instances where the local officials
‘go native’ or succumb to the temptations of corruption. On the other hand, one can send
in mobile officials whose allegiances are to the centre and who know they will soon be
posted on elsewhere. Choosing this second route reduces corruption and the dangers of
the official developing excessive sympathy for the perceived difficulties faced by the
administered local population, but it also reduces the local knowledge available to the
administering organization, and thereby increase the chances that the local population
is managing to evade or pervert the intended system of controls. Trade-offs can easily lead
to cycling, as going one way eventually produces drawbacks (corruption among long-
serving locals), so that the alternative begins to look more attractive, until, that is, the
drawbacks of the other course also become manifest—in the above case, the lack of local
knowledge on the part of the loyal, but short-term incumbents posted from the centre.
Then the return swing begins.

Limits: we will use the dictionary definition of a limit as ‘a point, degree or amount beyond
which something does not or may not pass’ (Harrap’s Chambers Encyclopedic English
Dictionary, 1994, p. 741). Can there be limits of this kind to reform? Yes: for example,
more efficient management of hospital inpatients can reduce the average length of stay for
certain surgical procedures by 20 per cent, or 30 per cent, or even more. This frees up bed
space for a higher patient throughput, shorter waiting times, and so on. However, the
length of stay for, say, a triple heart bypass cannot be reduced to zero. Similarly, the cost of
identifying and fining a speeding motorist can be greatly reduced by the installation
of automatic cameras and computerized billing of fines, but some cost will remain.
One danger for management is to believe that a particular process of reform that yielded
X per cent savings or a Y per cent speed-up last year can be made to do the same thing this
year and next year. Another type of limit which frequently occurs in public administration
is the error rate. Errors occur in classifying things and people, in making payments,
in recording observations and measurements, and so on. Good management may
well be able to reduce these rates from, say, 10 per cent to 2 per cent, but they often
cannot reduce them from 2 per cent to zero, and to try to do so can result in a great deal
of wasted effort.

Dilemmas: situations in which the manager is faced with a choice of two or more unsat-
isfactory alternatives, that is, in which the available decisions about a given problem
cannot be made in such a way as to solve the problem, but only to substitute one set of
undesirable features for another. A dilemma is thus the limiting case of a trade-off, in that
it is a trade-off in which the situation remains negative whichever option is chosen.
Sometimes rooting out public service corruption and/or incompetence may take on the
characteristics of a dilemma. To publicize the problem lowers the standing of that part of
the public service, undermines public trust, and may even encourage increased citizen
recalcitrance (‘Why should I paymy taxes if they are putting them in their own pockets?’).
On the other hand, not to publicize the problemmay allow it to continue and can prevent
the formation of a sufficient coalition of support to ensure that real action is taken.
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Another concept to which we will resort is the paradox. Paradoxes are seeming contradic-
tions: statements which appear self-contradictory and false, and yet may contain a
particular kind of truth. The dictionary example is ‘more haste, less speed’. A recent
public management example comes from Kelman and Hong’s work on the management
of cross-organizational collaboration (Kelman and Hong, 2016). These authors suggest
that the apparent choice between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ management styles may be mislead-
ing: a ‘tough love’ style that judiciously mixes both may be the most effective at raising
performance.

Some commentators have found a whole string of paradoxes entwined in the rhet-
oric and practice of contemporary administrative reform (Wright, 1997). Some of these
are pitched at the level of whole countries or systems, others at the level of specific
institutions or practices. Wright begins his account with a striking example of a macro-
paradox:

The first major policy paradox is that the most radical reform programmes appear to have been
introduced in countries with the most efficient administrations, in other words, in those countries
with the least need! (Wright, 1997, pp. 9–10)

Earlier chapters in this book have contained some possible reasons for this curious state
of affairs. Perhaps (Chapter 3) it has been the countries which are constitutionally and
politically most able to make big changes to their administrative arrangements that
have done so. Yet these are also probably the countries which had already made signifi-
cant modernizations of their public sector organizations in the past (for the same reason).
However, our account here will mainly address more specific propositions within the
portfolio of current reform ideas. One might argue, for example, that the statements
which have been made in a number of countries to the effect that public management
reforms will make public servants more accountable to political leaders and simultan-
eously more accountable to the citizens who use public services, though appealing, are
paradoxical. How can public officials serve two masters, masters who are quite unlikely
to have identical needs or preferences? Further examples occur when policymakers
say that they intend to empower middle managers in the public service while at the
same time radically downsizing the numbers of that group so as to safeguard the
‘front line’. Perhaps these apparent dissonances can be harmoniously reconciled, but
it is not immediately obvious how.

It must be allowed that sometimes, at least, what sounds like an incompatibility is an
incompatibility, and cannot be reconciled. In such cases we may speak of straightforward
contradictions. Guy B. Peters is one comparativist who has suggested that, while the
contemporary nostrums of public management reform appear to contain a number of
contradictions, some of these at least can be resolved into a question of finding an
appropriate balance rather than a question of choosing between wholly incompatible
alternatives (Peters, 1998a). In effect he is saying that some contradictions are really
trade-offs rather than absolute contradictions. Thus one may think of a contradiction as
a case of a very steep-sided trade-off—that is, as a situation in which having more of one
benefit immediately and sharply reduces another benefit. In truth, while we have done our
best to say what we mean by the above terms, there are no final and settled borderlines
between them. Now we turn to more specific cases.
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7.3 Public management reform: some candidate
contradictions and trade-offs

As noted in Section 7.1, many writers have noticed apparent contradictions or tensions
within the body of contemporary management prescriptions. We will draw on these to
compile our own shortlist of ‘candidate contradictions’—sets of prescriptions which at
first sight appear incompatible, and which therefore merit further discussion and investi-
gation. The shortlist does not pretend to be exhaustive. It is no more than a selection of
issues where there is some empirical evidence that problems have indeed occurred—
illustrative but not comprehensive.
Our list includes some (seemingly) incompatible paired statements and some more

complicated/less obvious combinations. Each will be explained in the sections that follow.
The shortlist is as follows:

1. Increase political control of the bureaucracy/free managers to manage/empower service
consumers.

2. Give priority to making savings/improving public service quality.

3. Promote flexibility and innovation/increase citizen trust and therefore governmental
legitimacy.

4. Motivate staff and promote cultural change/weaken tenure, increase employment
‘flexibility’, and downsize.

5. Reduce burden of internal scrutiny and associated paperwork/sharpen managerial
accountability and strengthen audit and evaluation.

6. Develop more partnerships and contracting out/improve horizontal coordination
(‘joined-up government’, ‘integrated service provision’).

7. Increase effectiveness/sharpen managerial accountability.

8. Promote open government and transparency/protect privacy.

7.4 Increase political control of the bureaucracy/free
managers to manage/empower service consumers

Each of these three prescriptions features regularly in the rhetoric of public management
reform. There is no doubt that reform leaders such as (among others) Thatcher, Reagan,
and Mulroney wished to reassert (as they saw it) political control over the bureaucratic
machine (Savoie, 1994). It was part of the New Public Management (NPM) formula. It was
also an intention among the French political leadership (Rouban, 1997), and at least some
elements among Swedish politicians (Pierre, 1995), and for the Australian Labor govern-
ments of the 1980s (Halligan, 1997). Equally, there is no doubt that increasing the
freedom managers have to manage has been a recurrent theme in countless texts and
speeches—though more so for those favouring an NPM approach than those who prefer
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the Neo-Weberian State (NWS) or New Public Governance (NPG). For example, a key line
in the report which led to the UK’s creation of 130 plus executive agencies, employing
more than two-thirds of the non-industrial civil service, was: ‘At present the freedom of an
individual manager to manage effectively and responsibly in the civil service is extremely
circumscribed’ (Efficiency Unit, 1988, p. 5).

Finally, the empowerment of customers is a theme which has been repeatedly on the
lips of politicians bent on reform, especially in the Anglo-Saxon countries. One US
National Performance Review document puts it like this: ‘Once President Clinton signed
the Government Performance and Results Act in August 1993, strategic planning and
listening to the “voice of the customer” was no longer just a good idea—it was the law’

(National Performance Review, 1997b, p. 6). However, this theme is by nomeans confined
to those of an NPM-ish tendency. Both NWS and NPG have their own versions of
customer empowerment. Within the NWS it is a question of improving official consult-
ation with citizens before new policies and projects go ahead. The modernized bureau-
cracy is to be a ‘listening organization’; the state is to be a friend and partner, not a stern
schoolmaster. For NPG it is a matter of government working through networks that
include representative groups of citizens, be they residents (for planning issues), patients
and carers (for healthcare issues), or drivers and passengers (for public transport issues).
Optimal polices will emerge (or be ‘co-produced’) from horizontal networks of participat-
ing stakeholders. Thus the empowerment/participation theme appears in all three of our
models, and has many different aspects and angles (Pollitt, 2003a, pp. 83–111).
The problem with these superficially attractive formulations can be encompassed in the

question ‘How is it possible to give managers greater freedom and yet at the same time
place them more under the control of ministers and oblige them to be more responsive to
newly empowered consumers?’ Is it conceivable that all three corners of this triangle can
be strengthened simultaneously (minister power, manager power, consumer power), or is
this simply a contradiction? As Hood (1998, p. 208) puts it: ‘Since not everyone can be
“empowered” at the same time, who exactly is to be empowered against whom, and how,
is a key test of cultural bias in visions of modernization.’

If it is assumed that the appropriate concept of power and authority in this case is zero-
sum (i.e. power is a fixed quantum, so that a gain here must be balanced by a loss
somewhere else), then this particular NPM ‘recipe’ is a three-way contradiction. However,
it is possible, on the basis of a different assumption, to interpret these claims in a more
sympathetic (or less paradoxical) light. Such a sympathetic reading might run along the
following lines:

1. Managers can have greater freedom over the marshalling of their resources (combining
inputs and processes in different and perhaps innovative ways), while at the same time
ministers are offered a clearer picture of what is achieved—the outputs and outcomes of
all the newly unencumbered management activity. So both politicians and managers
can increase their control—though of somewhat different things. The clearest expres-
sion of this philosophy has been the New Zealand reform in which ministers were
deemed responsible for objectives and outcomes, and they then contracted with the
heads of departments (chief executives) for packages of measured outputs that are
calculated to produce the desired outcomes (Boston et al., 1996).
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2. Similarly, empowered consumers (or citizens) may have access to better information
about the performance of a service, andmay enjoy improvedmeans of complaint/more
efficient redress if things are not to their liking, and may participate in planning,
prioritizing, and evaluating the service through a variety of mechanisms (these
empowerments manifesting themselves in the shape of charters, better complaints
systems, user panels, etc.—though whether the majority of citizens actually want to
spend more time doing these things is an open question). At the same time managers
can gain new freedoms to arrange their resources in ways that are calculated to maxi-
mize consumer satisfaction. There is no necessary contradiction between these two
separate but complementary spheres of autonomy.

3. Thus, all three groups—politicians, public service managers, and public service users—
could gain greater control, each in their own corner. Power is not zero-sum but rather
variable: everyone can be a winner.

Is this a convincing defence against the charge of contradiction? Perhaps, but only if some
rather demanding conditions are met. Three deserve particular mention. First, politicians
must refrain from interfering in the management sphere (the allocation, manipulation,
and combination of different kinds of resource, the motivation of staff, the establishment
and maintenance of suitable organizational structures, systems, and processes) and con-
fine themselves to setting strategies, scrutinizing ‘results’, and taking action if the results
are short of target. Second, the priorities and targets handed out by the political leaders
must be both clear and reasonably congruent with the demands and expectations of
consumers (otherwise managers will be being asked to dance simultaneously to two
discordant tunes). Third, where there are different organizations and levels involved in
service delivery (as there very frequently will be), all must work within the same shared set
of objectives, targets, values, and—to some extent at least—procedures. Otherwise there is
the likelihood that managers will receive conflicting messages from above and consumers
will encounter different priorities, standards, and attitudes in different parts of the ‘shop’.
If one or more of these conditions is transgressed, the likelihood of the triangle being
squared (so to speak) will be reduced.
The question of how often the above conditions actually are met (and how often they

are not) is an empirical one, and the rate may vary with regime type, organizational
culture, political ideology, and so on. In so far as governments attempt to pursue the
different visions of NPM, NWS, and NPG, one might expect different rates of different
types of failure. Under NPM, in practice politicians seem to want more control rather than
less—which threatens managerial autonomy rather than enhancing it. Certainly, in a
number of our countries, doctors, head teachers, social work managers, and many civil
servants would see themselves as more closely measured and monitored than, say, thirty
years ago. And the NPM doctrine that big multi-purpose bureaucracies should be broken
up into smaller, more nimble, single-purpose agencies is likely to make joined-up service
delivery more rather than less difficult to achieve. Within an NWS perspective, achieving
overall coherence across services and sectors may be a slightly less formidable challenge,
but the problems of reconciling popular citizen demands received through participative
channels with political directives coming down from ministers are just as tricky as within
an NPM model. As for giving managers more autonomy, that has (rhetorically at least)
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been less of a priority within continental European states than in the core NPM states,
and, during austerity, has gone very quiet indeed. In so far as managers become more
professional, it may be possible for them to have more autonomy from direct political
control, but only as long as they operate within clear professional guidelines and stand-
ards. Coming to NPG, its more disaggregated and fluid vision of governance makes the
achievement of common standards and joined-up delivery even more problematic than
under NPM. There is also an implication that managerial autonomy will not be a high
priority—insteadmanagers will be expected to perform ‘boundary-spanning’ roles, liaising
between different stakeholder groups in an endless search for (shifting) consensus and
network legitimacy.More importantly, perhaps, in a networkmodel the elected politicians
lose some of their specialness—they are no longer the unique bearers and arbiters of the
general interest, so, far from reasserting control, they are supposed to be sharing it (Pollitt,
2003a, p. 65).

Empirically, it is clear is that there have been many occasions in many countries
when the vision of mutual, three-cornered empowerment has been announced but not
achieved. Some have been recounted earlier in this book. Particularly in welfare state
services such as healthcare, education, personal social services, and social security the
figure of the empowered service user has in practice been hard to find (e.g. Clarke and
Newman, 1997, chapter 6; Evers et al., 1997; Harrison and Pollitt, 1994, pp. 125–34).
‘Shop-front’ public service staff may have had customer service training and been
enjoined to deal more flexibly with individual service users, but meanwhile managers
seem often to have extended their domain without conceding any substantial space for
‘consumer power’. In other cases, managers have been pulled in different directions
by irreconcilable demands from political bosses and service users (see Pollitt, 2003a,
chapter 4).

Nor is the evidence on the second side of the triangle especially encouraging. As we saw
in Chapter 7, politicians have not been particularly willing to relinquish their former
habits of detailed intervention. In some research, managers have recorded more political
‘interference’, not less (Halligan, 2002; Talbot, 1994). In a number of countries ministers
have appointed extra political advisers and taken other steps to tighten, not loosen, their
grip on what their officials are saying and doing (OECD, 2011; Peters and Pierre, 2004;
Section 4.6). Nor have ministers necessarily been prepared to spell out their values in a
sufficiently precise manner to give managers a clear set of priorities to work to (and
therefore, by derivation, a clear set of targets to aim at).

As for the achievement of coordination between different levels and types of organiza-
tion (the third condition), there can be no doubt that ‘partnership’ and ‘networking’ have
become extremely fashionable in most of our twelve countries, and with the EU Commis-
sion (e.g. Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1998; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004; Osborne, 2010;
Rosenau, 2000). Being in fashion and being well understood are, however, not the same
thing. A now substantial literature demonstrates that most governments are still on the
steep part of the learning curve as far as these pluriform approaches to service delivery are
concerned (e.g. Davies, 2009; Christensen and Lægreid, 2007; Kettl, 2016; Lowndes and
Skelcher, 1998; Peters, 1998b). The available ‘technologies’ for ensuring ‘seamless’ service
are therefore still experimental and uncertain, so it would be reasonable to conclude that
the third condition cannot be satisfied regularly and with certainty.
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To sum up: first, the reformers’ claims to empower consumers, free managers, and
strengthen political control are not always and not necessarily contradictory. Unfortu-
nately, however, the conditions for their simultaneous achievement are difficult both to
identify and to cultivate, so that, in practice, these three aims often do collide or, perhaps
less dramatically, one or more of them is simply sidelined or forgotten. In a perfect world
the three objectives might be compatible. In the real world public managers usually find
themselves facing trade-offs or even downright contradictions. In the post-global eco-
nomic crisis circumstances of severely reduced expenditure (inmost countries), the perfect
world may be further away than ever.

7.5 Give priority to making savings/improving
public service quality

At the time of writing this is a particularly prominent issue. In many countries some
politicians, faced with the need to cut public expenditure in the aftermath of the global
economic crisis, are claiming that cuts can be made—or most of them can be made—
without reducing the quality of basic public services. Indeed, a few are claiming that the
quality of services can continue to improve while major financial savings are nevertheless
harvested. Such claims have evoked widespread scepticism among expert commentators
as well as among public servants themselves.
Yet to suppose that expenditure reduction and improvement were always diametric

opposites—irreducible contradictions—would be highly simplistic. Tighter control of
public expenditure has long figured as one of the most frequent and most powerful
motives for public management reform—in almost every country we have surveyed.
Some of these reforms have been widely beneficial, and some have undoubtedly achieved
the twin desiderata of ‘working better and costing less’. New technologies and new
organizational processes have both played their parts in such successes. For example,
sharing buildings and computer systems between different agencies can simultaneously
reduce costs and make access simpler for citizens (H.M. Treasury, 2010).
We should also note that it is sometimes possible to sidestep the apparent

contradiction—at least on the level of concepts and rhetoric. In the field of social security
in the UK, for example, much effort has been concentrated on improving the process of
claiming—training counter staff to be more friendly, smartening up premises, speeding up
processing activities, and so on. Not unreasonably, this is often referred to as ‘quality
improvement’. Meanwhile, however, the actual benefit levels have been tightly con-
trolled, and, in the cases of a number of benefits, eligibility categories have been narrowed.
Thus the paradox is ‘resolved’—expenditure (substance) is reined in but ‘quality’ (process)
is improved. The benefit claimant loses some purchasing power, but the process of getting
the money becomes quicker and (for some claimants at least) more civilized.
A further step is to see that the apparent contradiction between cuts and quality actually

has a paradox folded within it. This ‘nested’ paradox is that the apparent contradiction is
more likely to become a real one in those jurisdictions which are already most efficient in
service delivery. This is because the ability to make savings and at the same time improve

TRADE-OFFS, BALANCES, LIMITS, DILEMMAS, CONTRADICTIONS 195



service seems to be closely connected with the amount of spare capacity in the system
(Murray, 1998), and the most efficient jurisdictions are those which are carrying the least
spare capacity. In jurisdictions which are already super-efficient there is no ‘fat’ left to cut,
and enforced economies are bound to carve into the bone of real services. For politicians
‘waste’ is a wonderful thing—so long as one can claim to find more of it, one can also
promise to cut relatively painlessly. And since ‘waste’ is a concept that is hard to define and
operationalize, there is always room to argue that there is more waste ‘in there’ to be
found. Popular anti-bureaucratic rhetoric encourages the belief that waste is widespread
and can be readily identified and punished. However, a more sophisticated view, proposed
by a long line of organization theorists and public administration scholars, would be that a
certain amount of ‘redundancy’ or ‘slack’ in an organization is essential to facilitate
innovation, flexibility, and positive workforce attitudes (Berg, 2010).

Yet another step is to acknowledge that technological advance will sometimes be able to
‘solve’ the apparent contradiction. A technological leap forward may enable managers of a
public service simultaneously to save money and to push up quality and productivity (see,
e.g., some of the examples in National Audit Office, 1999). There is an empirical question
as to how often such technological breakthroughs occur, and there is a further empirical
question about how well new technologies are implemented (Margetts et al., 2010;
Dunleavy et al., 2006a). Nevertheless, new ICTs will sometimes be able to resolve the
contradiction, which is no doubt one reason why they are such a universal favourite as
an ingredient of the rhetoric of public management reform.

We are left, then, with a context-dependent view of the apparent contradiction between
improved performance and expenditure savings. In contexts where a system is already
fairly efficient, and where there is no technological breakthrough to hand, the contradic-
tion may be real—cuts will diminish quality. The argument in favour of ‘slack’ or redun-
dancy’ is an argument for a modest margin, not for a large slice (which would then become
genuine ‘waste’). Therefore, in much less efficient systems, the contradiction can be
circumnavigated by removing excess spare capacity/waste. In systems where technological
change is rapid, the contradiction may sometimes be solved by technological innovation,
assuming it is competently implemented. There is a final, important point. Size matters.
Preserving or enhancing quality is likely to be much less difficult if the size of the cut is
3–5 per cent rather than 20–30 per cent. One of the reasons whymuch of the independent
commentary on the UK Labour and Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition govern-
ments in 2009 and 2010 was so sceptical was that they were promising that the ‘front
line’ of public services would be preserved despite the fact that very large cuts were clearly
coming down the pipeline. In the event the sceptics were proved right: subsequently
many public libraries were closed, social care services reduced the amount of time they
spent with each client, waiting times for both primary and secondary level healthcare
increased, and so on. Furthermore, it turned out that the government had great difficulty
in defining what was, and was not, the ‘front line’.

Do these conclusions apply equally to all our three main models? In the broadest sense,
probably yes. However, the types of contexts most frequently faced are likely to differ as
between the three visions, and in that sense one could say that NPM, NWS, and NPG refract
the problem in different ways. Fromwithin anNPM perspective, cuts versus quality resolves
itself into a question of efficiency and management. If waste can be reduced—often by the
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application of market-type mechanisms—then quality can be preserved while economies
are secured. Quality standards are written into formal contracts (with external providers) or
quasi-contracts (with government agencies) to ensure that the achievement of budgetary
targets is not at the expense of service quality. If the provider substantially fails to achieve
either the budgetary or the quality targets, then another, more efficient provider can be
brought in. Quality is, in effect, packaged up into an annually redefined set of indicators.
The cuts and quality problem is seen somewhat differently from within an NWS

perspective. Here quality is more a matter of publicly motivated professionalism—of
constantly supporting and reinforcing a sense of bureaucratic pride and commitment to
continuous improvement. If cuts have to be made, then they will need to be carefully
prioritized in terms of overall government policy, and subsequently every step must be
taken to support public organizations to make the necessary economies with the min-
imum damage to motivation, trust, and longer-term organizational capability. These
values and capacities are seen as the underpinnings of real, professionally led quality, a
quality that does not have to be beaten into service organizations by targets and penalties,
because it is already deeply embedded in the public service culture. The public will trust
these organizations (it is hoped) because they represent continuity and reliability, not
something which is contracted out and ‘performed’ in order to fulfil a temporary and
potentially profitable contract. Greater efficiency is, of course, very important, and mod-
ern professionals will possess themanagement skills to seek it out. But they will do this not
so much because it is a target in their annual appraisal as because to improve efficiency is
part of a larger, internalized self-image and organizational culture of modernized, citizen-
oriented service provision.
The NWS and NPM visions are both too narrow for advocates of the NPG. In this model

cuts and quality are not matters for the government alone, or even (as in NPM) for
government and its contractors. Both budgets and quality standards are things which
will have to be negotiated through networks of stakeholders. No central authority can
‘impose’ them on everyone else. Solutions may be diverse: in one sector stakeholders may
be prepared to tolerate some lowering of standards in order to save money, while in
another sector citizen groups or civil society associations may decide to pay more (fees
or taxes) in order to prop up the standards of some particularly valued service.
The problems with each of these ‘solutions’ are fairly obvious. What if the NPM man-

agers cannot find the necessary efficiencies? Or what if contractors talk of efficiencies but
actually implement hidden quality reductions in complex services (such as healthcare or
education) where quality is hard to pin down and define in a contract? And what if
contractors simply fail and seek bankruptcy, suddenly throwing all the operational prob-
lems back onto the public authorities (as has already happened on a number of occasions,
e.g. with UK care home chains)? What if the faith the NWS advocates place in right-
thinking public service professionals proves misplaced, and these individuals prove to be
self-interested first and citizen-oriented only second? Or what if the public service man-
agers are simply not very good managers and, too cosy in their secure jobs, are low on
innovation and unimaginative in hunting down new ways of improving efficiency?What
if the networks of NPG just fail to agree on away of dealing with a painful budget situation,
with different stakeholders ‘passing the buck’ to others? Or what if different parts of
different networks agree to different kinds of solutions, generating a patchwork of
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measures that are neither equitable nor egalitarian from the overall perspective of citizens?
All of these risks are real, and any of them may result in unfair, inequitable cuts or unfair,
inequitable losses of quality.

7.6 Promote flexibility and innovation/promote citizen
trust and therefore governmental legitimacy

The possible contradiction between these two appealing propositions is not necessarily
obvious. The tension arises in those situations where continuity, trust, and predictability
are likely to be the qualities most sought after by the majority of service users. In such
circumstances the excitements of constant change and innovation become counterpro-
ductive. Confusion and mistrust may grow. Take, for example, the issue of local post
offices, which have been a focus for debate in a number of our countries, including Finland
and the UK. Many small (often rural) post offices are uneconomic to maintain. Therefore,
efficiency-promoting innovations are proposed (remote electronic means of conducting
the same transactions, the relocation of the postal services to local shops rather than
separate premises, closures). However, the public reacts against these ‘improvements’. At
least one section of the public values the cultural and social aspects of the local post
office—they want stability and continuity. In Finland it seems that some people trust a
post office with their personal business but do not wish to reveal details of the same to
their local shopkeeper (an interesting example of the public servant being perceived as
more trustworthy than the business person). In the UK the post office is sometimes
claimed to be the last social centre or meeting place in small rural settlements (Business
and Enterprise Committee, 2009).

Part of the problem with innovation is that it frequently requires users as well as service
providers to learn new tricks. This tends to be far more difficult for some sections of society
than for others, and innovations thus, unintentionally, acquire inegalitarian aspects. One
could see this in the post office example mentioned above: citizens in rural areas lose their
post offices and may have to learn to use remote systems; citizens in big cities get to keep
them. More generally, one can consider the extensive academic debate around the ‘digital
divide’—the ever-widening chasm between those citizens who can and do use computers
and those who can’t or won’t (Castells, 2001; Fountain, 2001; Norris, 2001). As more and
more public services have gone online, the social and political handicap of not being able
to use electronic channels has become more profound. Optimists believe this divide is
becoming less important as the older, non-computerized generation dies out, and in a
number of countries governments have attacked the problem (with some success) by
subsidizing the extension of broadband Internet connections. Even if this is true, however,
the digital divide is only one of a series of divides that will constantly appear in a highly
technological society subject to rapid change. If it is not Internet access, then it will be
smartphones or access to advanced medical technologies or an inability to use some other
new and sophisticated device.

A case which affects many millions of citizens in a number of countries is that of
pensions. Governments have, in several instances, come to realize that their previous
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planning of pensions has been inadequate, and that they are unlikely to be able to afford
all the demands that will fall on them in the future, as the elderly increase as a proportion
of the total population. Legislation is therefore introduced to change national pension
systems—sometimes restricting eligibility (usually by increasing the retirement age),
sometimes replacing final salary schemes by other, less expensive types, and sometimes
incentivizing citizens to take up private occupational or personal pension schemes rather
than rely on the state pension. Many innovations in pension provision are attempted,
some with very good intentions, some to save money. The outcomes are mixed. One
outcome has been that stability and predictability have been lost in an area where stability
and predictability over long time periods are of the essence. Citizens have lost trust in the
ability of the state to provide for their old age—there have been considerable anxiety, and
some commercial pension companies have taken advantage of the confusion to advertise
their wares (Marmor et al., 1990). In some cases commercial schemes have been perfectly
satisfactory. In other cases there have been well-publicized examples of schemes being
very poor value for money, or of companies failing, or of schemes being sold to citizens
who did not really need them, thus adding to public disquiet. Thus attempts to innovate—
at least some of them well-intentioned—have ended up damaging citizen trust and
amplifying confusion and anxiety.
Our overall analysis would be that there is no fundamental or universal contradiction

between innovation on the one hand and stability and continuity on the other. Indeed,
there are occasions when innovation is required in order to maintain continuity—such as
when back-of-office automation allows the same service to be delivered to a larger number
of users without unacceptable increases in cost. This having been said, however, there are
also specific contexts in which public managers do face at least a trade-off between
innovation and one or more of the values of stability, continuity, predictability, trust,
and (as we saw in some of the earlier examples) egalitarianism. Such contexts confront
public service managers with difficult problems of balancing divergent desiderata, and
possibly disadvantaging certain sections of the community, even if an improved service is
supplied to other sections of a community. Given the pervasive cost pressures and the
prominence given to innovation within current reform ideology, it is likely that trade-off
problems of this kind occur quite often. It is not our impression that the literature on
management reform—either academic or professional—fully reflects this. Furthermore,
we should be cautious in equating citizen trust of a particular service with citizen percep-
tions of the legitimacy of governments or politicians (see Section 5.7; Van de Walle et al.,
2008). There are good reasons to doubt whether the two would usually be closely con-
nected, so even if successful innovations rapidly attract citizen support and trust, this may
well not translate into improved legitimation scores for the government.
Our three models could be said to give different emphases to the two sides of this

equation. While, in the abstract, everyone is in favour of flexibility and innovation and
everyone is also in favour of increasing trust and legitimacy, NPM, NWS, and NPM tend to
focus on different aspects. NPM has an efficiency focus, and innovation is seen as a major
way of cutting costs and increasing productivity. Trust and legitimacy have been much
less prominent concepts within the NPM discourse. Trust and legitimacy are, however,
more to the fore in the NWS model, where the credibility of representative democratic
politics and the professionalism and trustworthiness of the bureaucracy are prime foci.
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Flexibility and innovation do have a place within NWS, but mainly as adjuncts to the
central idea of amodernized, professional public service. Meanwhile NPG sees the involve-
ment of a wider range of stakeholders as the key to both more innovation and greater
citizen trust. A network approach is said to be much more flexible than a traditional
bureaucratic hierarchy (though in practice networks can often turn out to be clumsy and
slow-moving). It is also claimed that wider participation will bring greater trust in its train.

7.7 Motivate staff and promote cultural change/weaken
tenure, increase employment ‘flexibility’, and downsize

In many countries—particularly those where the civil service was most harshly criticized
during the 1980s—the mid and late 1990s saw attempts to ‘revision’ and ‘remotivate’
public servants. ‘The Public Service of Canada requires a transformation in its people, its
culture and its leadership’ and ‘The Public Service of Canada needs champions and leaders’
(Bourgon, 1998, pp. 21, 23). ‘Wemust restore faith in the public service ethos, and convey
the message that we can only deliver better government if we harness and use the talents
of the civil service and other public servants’ (Clark—the minister with civil service
responsibilities in the new Blair government in the UK—1997, p. 3). And so on. The
contradiction here is with the threat to public service jobs, security, and pay posed by
expenditure cutbacks and management reforms. To tell public servants that they are
highly valued at the same time that many of them are being ‘let go’ may strike many
public servants as ironic or worse. Even the most sympathetic official statements often
contain a sting in the tail: ‘Absolute job security is not something that any employee . . .
can expect in the competitive modern world. But we do want to look at ways of reducing
insecurity, so as to minimize distractions from policy goals’ (Clark, 1997, p. 20).
Can this apparent contradiction be resolved? We find it hard to see how it could be.

Indeed, there have been obvious instances where the contradiction has been seen only too
clearly by the staff concerned (e.g. in New Zealand—Boston et al., 1996, pp. 211–24; in the
USA with respect to the NPR’s downsizing targets—Kettl, 1994, pp. 13–21; or during the
public service strikes in France in the mid-1990s). Phrases such as ‘expecting the turkeys to
vote for Christmas’ (UK) and ‘from rowing to steering to abandoning ship’ (USA) came our
way from public servants as we researched this topic.

That said, the contradiction may be lived with—even softened somewhat. Certain
factors promise to assist in this. To begin with, there is the brutal fact that the public
servants who matter most will be the ones who survive downsizing. It is possible to
envisage—NPM-style—a smaller, less bureaucratic, more highly skilled, perhaps even
better-remunerated public service within which morale could be restored and a new
performance-oriented culture solidly entrenched. Those who lose their jobs frequently
also lose their voices—they are now ‘outsiders’, at best an embarrassment to the survivors.
Note, however, that this vision depends on the perception that a new phase of relative
stability has been attained. Continuing, repeated downsizings (like those which have
taken place in Europe and the USA in industries such as coalmining or shipbuilding—
and which may be becoming mirrored in austerity-ridden public sectors after 2008)
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destroy any basis for confidence and commitment. They replace the proposition of ‘pain
today, jam tomorrow’ with the unattractive ‘pain today, more tomorrow’. They also
undermine institutional memory, reduce the chances of survival for any ‘public service
ethic’, and lead to a ‘hollowed out’ and ultimately less competent form of government
(Perry and Hondeghem, 2008; Pollitt, 2008). In the aftermath of the 2008 global economic
crisis, the danger is precisely that downsizings will be so deep and so prolonged that the
confidence even of the survivors will be badly shaken. In such cases the basic contradic-
tion is left naked for all to see, and employing institutions must expect many of their
remaining staff to become cautious and defensive, and perhaps to lose some of their public
service motivation.
How do our three models accommodate this potential contradiction? In a nutshell, one

might say that NPM prioritizes downsizing over motivation (to achieve efficiency), NWS
prioritizes motivation over downsizing (to preserve a high-quality public service), and
NPG does not seem to have much distinctive to say about this particular issue, unless it is
that downsizing is something that needs to be negotiated with all the key stakeholders
(which sounds nice but does not do much to change the underlying reality). None seems
to offer a way of resolving what is often a harsh and painful choice.

7.8 Reduce burden of internal scrutiny and associated
paperwork/sharpen managerial accountability
and strengthen audit and evaluation

The evidence seems to indicate that this particular tension is more a question of balance
than of outright contradiction—although in practice it is easy for the balance to be lost.
The tension between the two arises because to sharpen managerial accountability so
often involves operational managers having to make new returns to the top of the
organization, to provide data for new performance indicator (PI) systems, quality
improvement schemes, or performance audit scrutinies (see also Christensen and
Lægreid, 2016). Although what is being asked of operational managers is (in principle
at least) a different kind of information—output- and outcome-oriented rather than
input data—it can still become an onerous burden, perhaps even exceeding in volume
and complexity what was required under the status quo ante. It has sometimes been
referred to as a kind of ‘rebureaucratization’.
Radin (1998) shows how easy it is for a series of individually well-intentioned reform

measures to produce a heavy weight of requirements upon public managers. In the USA
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 was aimed at eliminating unnecessary paperwork
and reducing the burden on form-filling for citizens and firms. Introducing the bill,
President Clinton spoke of the need to ‘conquer the mountain of paperwork’. This in itself
appeared to be an unexceptional objective, although, as Radin points out, it also placed
limits on the collection of the kind of performance data that would be required to fulfil the
aspirations of the 1993 Government Performance and Results Act. Meanwhile, however,
federal managers groaned under a series of new measures, including:
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• The Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity Act, 1982—which required annual assurance
of the adequacy of controls.

• The Chief Financial Officers’ Act, 1990—which required annual accountability reports.

• The Government Management Reform Act, 1994—which required annual financial
statements to the Office of Management and Budget.

• The Information Technology Management Reform Act, 1996—which also required
annual reports, this time showing how ICT was being used to help programmes achieve
their objectives.

• The Federal Financial Management Improvement Act, 1996—which required reports on
financial systems compliance by agency heads, inspectors general, and the head of the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB).

• REGO 111 of the National Performance Review, 1996—which required annual reports
from agencies on how they were responding to the principles of the NPR.

This list is by no means a complete inventory of all the new information demands, let
alone the ongoing ones.

This is not just a tale of some particularly American exuberance or excess. Parallels can
be found in a number of other countries where reform has been given a high profile. After
documenting an ‘audit explosion’ closely linked to new styles of management, Power
(1997, p. 142) comments: ‘it is clear that in the UK and elsewhere during the 1980s
and the early 1990s auditing acquired an institutional momentum which insulated it
from systemic enquiry’. New processes of audit or quasi-audit were devised and applied
in almost every main branch of the UK public sector (Hood et al., 1999). By 2008 the UK
Cabinet Office was issuing reform documents which clearly acknowledged that central
government had overloaded public service delivery organizations with targets and meas-
ures and controls (Cabinet Office, 2008; see also Barber, 2007). Nor was this tendency
by any means an exclusively UK phenomenon. During the 1990s, evaluation was a
growing field in (at least) Finland, France, the Netherlands, and Sweden. A little later the
use of internal audit was greatly extended within the EU Commission and a number of
continental European states (Brusca et al., 2015).

We said at the beginning of this section that we considered the tension between reduced
paperwork and increased performance monitoring to be a question of balance rather than
of inherent contradiction. The examples we have cited indicate that balance is not
automatically guaranteed—it is a trade-off which has to be consciously constructed and
then actively maintained. The paperwork/electronic form-filling burden on middle man-
agement can be reduced, if the performance monitoring regime is carefully designed,
focused, and regularly reviewed so as to prune ‘excess growth’. This is the optimistic
view. A less sanguine perspective would be to see the whole process as a cyclic one in
which monitoring and auditing systems possessed inbuilt tendencies to ‘put on weight’,
but these were, from time to time, corrected by bursts of ‘dieting’ (reforms). This would
perhaps explain why, in several countries, clearouts of regulations and paperwork require-
ments seem to be hardy perennials rather than ‘one-off ’ reforms. It would also allow for
the fact that there is some evidence of PI systems cycling between a smaller number of key
indicators and a larger number of detailed indicators (Pollitt, 1990; Pollitt et al., 2010).

202 TRADE-OFFS, BALANCES, LIMITS, DILEMMAS, CONTRADICTIONS



What one is seeing here is therefore a trade-off rather than a contradiction: between, on
the one hand, simple, light monitoring controls which permit subtleties, complexities,
and ‘gaming’ to squeeze round or through them, and on the other, detailed, heavy systems
which capture more of the complexities and ploys, but which are burdensome and
expensive to operate (Bruijn, 2002; Pollitt, 2013b). This trade-off may make the difference
between use, non-use, or even abuse of indicators and performance information (Van
Dooren et al., 2015). Over time the grass on the other side of the trade-off often looks
greener; hence the cycle.
In principle this particular trade-off could appear within any of our three main models.

However, in practice it is most closely associated with the NPM. It is in the core NPM states
where the phenomenon has been most clearly visible. One might add, though, that a sort
of parallel may be emerging within NPG. In this case, however, what happens is that
governments make increasing use of partnerships and networks to try to get their business
done, but then attempt to steer these relationships by developing more and more elabor-
ate procedural rules for them (Huxham and Vangen, 2002; Kettl, 2016). As for NWS, this
model is hardly immune to such problems, not least because it is the one of the three
which has moved the least distance from the traditional, rule-bound bureaucracy.

7.9 Develop more partnerships and contracting out/
improve horizontal coordination (‘joined-up
government’, ‘integrated service provision’)

The difficulty with this pair of proposals is that, ceteris paribus, partnerships and contract-
ing out increase the difficulty of coordination (Bouckaert et al., 2010; Huxham and Van-
gen, 2002; Kettl, 2016). This is because relationships become multiple and horizontal
instead of two-dimensional and vertical, and because coordination can no longer be
ordered (as in a hierarchy) but must be negotiated. Agencification can have some of the
same effects—as Rhodes (1997, p. 53) puts it of the Next Steps reforms in Whitehall: ‘the
most obvious result of the new system is institutional fragmentation’. There is some
evidence that agencification has exacerbated coordination problems in at least New
Zealand (Boston et al., 1996, p. 88) and the UK (Office of Public Services Reform, 2002).
None of this is to say that partnerships and contractual relationships cannot also carry

benefits. They may stimulate innovation and policy learning, they may introduce new
expertise, and they may increase flexibility. Such benefits are, of course, not automatic:
there is always the danger that poor management will fail to grasp the opportunities that
are presented to them. There is also the risk that the private sector partner will ‘capture’ the
public one—especially where the former is a large multinational corporation (Wilks,
2013). But the existence of benefits is not the point here: the point is that there is a
tension between the harvesting of these benefits and the simultaneous arrival of certain
penalties in the form of loss of coordination at a higher level (Bovaird and Tizzard, 2009).
To be even-handed between both sides of the equation, it must also be acknowledged that
the potential for coordination that exists under more centralized systems is by no means
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always taken advantage of. What we suspect, therefore, is that there probably is a trade-off
(not a contradiction) here, and that in practice significantly increased resort to partner-
ships and/or contracting out is frequently purchased by some loss of policy or pro-
gramme coordination (Löffler, 1999). It is for politicians and the public to say whether
any given trade-off is acceptable, but so long as the rhetoriticians of reform insist that
nothing is lost, the trade-off issue cannot be properly investigated, weighed, and debated.

Partnerships are, of course, a key element in the NPGmodel, and are also widely used in
NPM approaches. Contracting out has been a mainstay of NPM, and is also used, perhaps
rather less vigorously, within NPG (and, selectively, within NWS). This is therefore a trade-
off that may be faced within all our three models, but which is likely to be more frequently
occurring in NPM and NPG. A study of the UK civil service reform programme from
1999–2005 noted that:

[T]he emphasis on ‘internal markets’ and the separation of ‘purchaser and provider’ were, by 2002,
being seen as potentially damaging to the delivery of corporate and cross-cutting priorities and to
the achievement of key governance principles such as transparency, stakeholder engagement,
diversity and fair and honest behaviour. (Bovaird and Russell, 2007, p. 326).

Perhaps so, but in 2011 the coalition government’s white paper Open public services praised
competition and argued that direct public provision of public services should only be a
default option where other forms of delivery would, for some unusual reason, fail to work
(Minister for Government Policy, 2011).

7.10 Increase effectiveness/sharpen
managerial accountability

It may not be immediately apparent why there should be any tension between these two
objectives. Are they not both perfectly sensible and compatible? If we consider the
observations of the Canadian auditor general, reporting on performance management
reforms, we can see that this is not necessarily so: ‘Outputs are results that managers can
control, while the outcomes managers are trying to accomplish are influenced by factors
outside their programs’ (Auditor General of Canada, 1997, p. 5).

A glance back at Figure 5.1 will show that effectiveness is a question of securing the
intended outcomes, while efficiency is a matter of optimizing the input/output ratio. A good
deal of evidence, spread over many years and from a number of countries, indicates two
alternating difficulties:

1. When managers are enjoined to concentrate on concrete outputs (licences issued,
grants given, training courses completed), they tend to lose sight of outcomes and,
therefore, to stress efficiency rather than effectiveness.

2. When, alternatively, managers are asked to concentrate on outcomes and effectiveness,
it is hard to hold them responsible and accountable, for several reasons. This is because
the attribution of outcomes to the actions of individual units or organizations
is frequently obscure or doubtful, and also because, for many public programmes,
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measurable outcomes manifest themselves over such extended time periods that they
cannot provide a sensible basis for annual accountability exercises anyway (Pollitt,
1995; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2003). A teacher may be held responsible for his/her
students’ test scores but can s/he also be held to account for the jobs they subsequently
get, and how well they perform them?

There appears to be a dilemma, or at least a trade-off, here. Go for outputs and you are
likely to lose sight of effectiveness; go for effectiveness (outcomes) and you lose the chance
of clear accountability for individual managers and their units. The easy answer is to say
‘go for both simultaneously’ (Bruijn, 2002, p. 17). Unfortunately that is more easily said
than done. Accountability systems are likely to slide towards outputs as they are more
quickly measurable, more easily attributable, and much less costly to monitor. At a 1997
conference for senior New Zealand public managers, the then minister for the civil service
made ‘output fixation’ and the neglect of outcomes one of his chief themes (East, 1997).
This theme was also echoed in parts of the UK government’s 1999 white paperModernizing
government (Prime Minister and Minister for the Cabinet Office, 1999).

There is an even more controversial aspect to the effectiveness/accountability relation-
ship. This is pungently expressed by Wright (1997, p. 11):

A great deal of public policy is about rationing, about the distribution of scarce resources, about
zero-sum games and opportunity costs. For rationing to work over any length of time it must either
be ignored, obfuscated or it must be legitimized. It is an intrinsically difficult exercise to undertake
by a democratic society in peacetime and in periods of stagnation or depression . . .

However, some of the current reforms, driven by good intentions, seem designed to undermine
those three essential props: ignorance is being replaced by defined rights and obfuscation by
transparency. Even more significant is the delegitimation of the process, decisions about rationing
are being removed from politicians and self-regulating professions like teachers and doctors and
they are being transferred to managers and to entrepreneurs, who quite simply lack the essential
legitimacy to spread the essential misery. (Emphasis in original)

In the light of these considerations, what can be said about the relationship between the
drive for greater effectiveness and the drive for sharper management accountability? First,
we are definitely not arguing that this is a sharp contradiction, with a steep-sided collapse
of an effectiveness orientation the moment the authorities begin to try to build manage-
ment accountability, or vice versa. Second, there does, however, seem to be a tension
between a focus on outputs and a focus on outcomes, with most of the cards (measurabil-
ity, timeliness, attributability, cost) being stacked in favour of outputs. This is not so much
a trade-off as a balance which it is difficult to hold against the slide towards ‘output
fixation’. Third, Wright opens up a deeper and more obviously political dilemma: that,
for services which are rationed, the process of clarifying accountability and shifting it more
to managers and away from public service professionals may result in a loss of legitimacy
and an increase in litigation and dispute.
How does this balance relate to our three models? Rather obviously, it cuts across them

all. Both outputs and outcomes are, in principle, important in all three. The kind of slide
towards outputs we have mentioned here could occur within a state aspiring to NPM,
NWS, or NPG. If any distinction can be drawn between the three models (which is
doubtful), it might be that NPM (with its intense focus on managerial efficiency) could
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bemore likely to overly concentrate on outputs while NWS (with a longer-term perspective
and an orientation towards social solidarity and improvement) might lean more towards
outcomes. On the other hand, NWS-type reforms may easily become more process-
oriented (meet standards, follow guidelines) and in this case outcomes may drift away
over the horizon. NPG advocates seem to be slightly uncomfortable with both elements.
Network theorists have for some time worried about how outcomes might be evaluated
and what accountability in networks might mean (e.g. Frederickson and Frederickson,
2006; Klijn, 2005, pp. 272–7). We must admit, however, that the whole of our discussion
in this paragraph is quite speculative, and we know of little direct evidence that would
resolve these musings one way or another.

7.11 Promote open government and
transparency/protect privacy

In this case the tension is fairly obvious. Governments deal daily with millions of indi-
vidual citizens. So if the call for open government means that governments should tell
their citizens exactly what they are doing, and should open all their communications for
public scrutiny, then an enormous amount of personal data is going to be open to those
who are curious, unscrupulous, or commercially exploitative (or all of these things).
Making all these documents anonymous may be technically possible, but may also be
prohibitively time-consuming and expensive. (There is also the issue of when and how far
political decision makers themselves should be entitled to privacy, or secrecy. Some of the
most sensitive political deals—the Northern Ireland peace process, the Oslo agreement
between Israel and the Palestinians—can only be achieved in private. This is a large and
complex subject which cannot be dealt with here, but see Roberts, 2006.)

By way of illustration, let us quickly look at two cases. Over the past two decades DNA
analysis has developed as one of the most useful diagnostic tools available to the police.
Most Western countries now have national DNA databases of one sort or another. There is
no doubt that they help in the solving of many crimes. However, they also throw up a
range of issues about privacy. First of all, under what circumstances are the police allowed
to ‘invade your privacy’ and demand that you submit to a DNA swab? (This varies from
country to country, in some cases according to the seriousness of the crime.) Second, how
and for how long should that record be stored? Third, who should have access to it—just
the police, or also your defence lawyers, or other government agencies such as social
service departments or tax inspectors or the secret service? Fourth, how far should the
organization operating the DNA database be allowed to exchange information with
similar databases in other countries (countries which may have different privacy laws or
different standards of implementation of such laws)? At each stage there is clearly a
balance to be struck between effectiveness in fighting crime and the protection of personal
data. Different balances are chosen by different countries so that, for example, the UK and
neighbouring Belgium have very different databases. The British one is very large and
includes (at the time of writing) all sort of records, even for individuals who have never
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been charged with a crime. The Belgian one is quite small, and basically one has to be
convicted of a very serious crime before one’s record is kept.

A second example would be the 2001 EU regulation that says that any EU citizen can
demand copies of emails or memoranda exchanged between EU officials on a particular
topic, and must be supplied to them within fifteen working days. Transparency in
action, one might say—a good thing. But now consider some of the practical conse-
quences. Environmental pressure groups, or companies worried about a possible new
regulation, ask the EU Commission for all the emails exchanged on topic X between the
21 April and the 14 May 2010 (the evidence is that, in most countries where freedom of
information is legislated, the main users are journalists, companies, and pressure
groups, not individual citizens). To begin with, this is a huge task. Officials will have
to go through hundreds or thousands of emails before handing them over. This will be
time taken away from actually getting on with their policy work. Major discussions may
be required when something sensitive appears in this flow. It will also show up in detail
the exact positions taken by individual, named officials and politicians in internal
negotiations. It will reveal any colourful phrase or expression of frustration by any
party to these communications. So what will be the likely result? Most obviously, an
elaborate internal machine for vetting information releases (Roberts, 2006, pp. 86–106).
Next, a reluctance on the part of policymakers to record their most critical and sensitive
thoughts on paper or email, so that the official record becomes more bland and
informal, unminuted discussions in the corridor or the office become more frequent
and important. Third, governments may find themselves working under a self-imposed
handicap when dealing with private sector corporations, which now enjoy far greater
scope for concealing their thoughts and actions than do the governments themselves
(Roberts, 2006, pp. 150–70).
The implication of this brief discussion is that there often is a trade-off between open-

ness/transparency on the one hand and privacy on the other. Roberts (2006, p. 226) puts it
succinctly:

Indeed, it would be ironic if transparency laws that are justified in the name of human rights had
the effect, in practice, of compromising civil liberties. And it is far from clear that a radically
heightened capacity for monitoring governmental activity is necessarily in the public interest.

There is, of course, a huge variation from one sector to another. In some the trade-off may
be gentle or uncontroversial. But in others—crime, health, and finance for example—
strong argumentsmay arise as to where the balance should be struck.We have already seen
that levels of trust towards government vary considerably between our twelve countries,
and one would expect those levels to influence the domestic debate in any given case (‘Do
I trust the government to protect my sensitive personal information?’).

These problems affect all three of our main models. Whether the regime is NPM, NWS,
or NPG, a balance must be found. The NPGmodel perhaps poses the issue in a particularly
challenging and complex way, because of its stress on the participation of a variety of
stakeholders in policymaking and management/delivery. Are all these stakeholders going
to be equally open and accountable, or is it acceptable for, say, private companies to be
able to operate with greater confidentiality than the governments for which they are
working and by which they are paid?
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7.12 Reflections: balances, limits, dilemmas,
and paradoxes

Looking across the various ‘candidate contradictions’ reviewed in this chapter, one can
allow that not all are insurmountable. Some can be avoided—they are implementation
dangers rather than fundamental logical contradictions. Others are more apparent than
real (paradoxes), and in other cases still there may be a deep-lying tension, but the edge
can be taken off by skilled leadership and implementation. A considerable residue, how-
ever, remains. The various components of what has become the vision of a modernized
public sector do not add up to an integrated and harmonious whole:

Tensions such as the conflict between ‘career service’ and ‘spot hiring’ approaches to organising top
public servants, legalist and managerial visions of organisational process, competition-centred and
oversight-centred approaches to control over public services, are not likely to disappear through
some ultimate ‘modern’ resolution. (Hood, 1998, p. 221)

The scope of our investigation has in some ways been narrower than Hood’s—he seems to
be attempting to establish a set of timeless and universal trade-offs, pictured in a group/
grid matrix of administrative cultures in which both his four ‘pure’ administrative phil-
osophies and attempts at hybrid combinations are fundamentally unstable. We have
focused more specifically upon selected elements that are important within out three
main models—NPM, NWS, and NPG. We are more interested in the extent to which
these elements can be reconciled in logic and also confirmed as mutually compatible by
empirical observations. Our focus is therefore less on an exploration of the explanatory
value of any one overarching taxonomy. Thus, while we entirely concur with Hood’s
proposition that certain tensions cannot be ‘disappeared’ by contemporary models of
management reform, we also want to discriminate between the more—and the less—
‘doable’. In the preceding sections we have therefore moved towards a set of conclusions
concerning our eight ‘candidate contradictions’. We conclude the chapter by briefly
recapitulating these tentative ‘findings’.

1. Increase political control of the bureaucracy/free managers to manage/empower service con-
sumers: in a perfect world these could just about be compatible. In the real world there is
frequently a trade-off between two or more of the three corners of this triangle. In some
contexts the trade-off becomes so sharp as to merit the title of a contradiction.

2. Give priority to making savings/improving public service quality: there is no general contra-
diction; much depends on the specific circumstances, especially whether the organiza-
tion(s) in question has/have spare capacity (‘slack’), and/or whether technological
advances offer the possibility of productivity gains. With complex services the picture
may be complicated because quality may have many aspects and/or be difficult directly
to observe. This opens up the danger that service providers will conceal reductions of
quality, or will emphasize quality gains in one aspect while obscuring reductions on
other, less visible dimensions.

3. Promote flexibility and innovation/increase citizen trust and therefore governmental legitim-
acy: there is no fundamental contradiction here. However, there are specific contexts in
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which politicians and/or managers are obliged to trade off between, on the one hand,
innovation and, on the other, values such as stability, predictability, continuity, and
trust. Not infrequently management innovations can relatively disadvantage certain
sections of the community. Also the equation of citizen trust in a particular public
service with the same citizens’ attitudes towards the government as a whole—or even
more towards the current political leadership—is often misleading. Citizens are fully
capable of forming one judgement about a particular service and quite another about
the overall legitimacy of the political leadership.

4. Motivate staff and promote cultural change/weaken tenure, increase employment ‘flexibility’,
and downsize: this appears to be the most obvious and inescapable contradiction. It can
be softened by sensitive management and, of course, it can be rhetorically papered
over. But it is not clear why many public service staff should be reassured. There is
therefore a price to pay for the contradiction in terms of loss of morale, loyalty, the
attractiveness of a public service career, and possibly, therefore, effectiveness.

5. Reduce burden of internal scrutiny and associated paperwork/sharpen managerial accountability
and strengthen audit and evaluation: this seems to be principally a question of balance.
However, while it may not be a contradiction, intelligent and determined implementa-
tion is required if the balance is to be first constructed and then, subsequently, main-
tained. Some core NPM countries have suffered ‘audit explosions’, ‘initiativitis’, and
‘target overload’.

6. Develop more partnerships and contracting out/improve horizontal coordination (‘joined-up
government’, ‘integrated service provision’): we suggest that there is an underlying trade-off
here. The slope may be sharp or gentle, depending on context. Sometimes the benefits
will clearly outweigh the losses, but sometimes they will not. The literature on partner-
ships is now huge, and some scholars have begun the task of identifying the general
conditions which are likely to influence this trade-off.

7. Increase effectiveness/sharpen managerial accountability: while this does not appear to
be a direct contradiction, there does seem to be some tension between these object-
ives, and there is evidence that the balance is hard to hold in practice. There may
also be an underlying dilemma—for rationed services—between transparency and
legitimacy.

8. Promote open government and transparency/protect privacy: there are real trade-offs here,
and contradictions at the poles. Many states have needed to adjust their privacy
legislation in relation to new technological developments such as smartphones, DNA
analysis, and electronic banking. This will no doubt continue. Most of these new laws
and regulations are clearly balancing between openness and privacy, and the balance
has been struck somewhat differently in different countries. There is also an underlying
question about the impact of very high levels of transparency on the ability of officials
and politicians to arrive at compromises and do deals.

All three of our big models have problems with these trade-offs and contradictions. Some
dilemmas and trade-offs may show up more obviously within one model than another (as
suggested earlier), but others cut across all themodels. Indeed, somemay even be relatively
timeless, in the sense that, historically, they pop up time and time again, in different
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contexts and slightly varying forms, constituting true limits (or at least hard choices) in
public administration (Hood, 1976). A final lesson which emerges from the discussions in
this chapter is that specific contexts are important, and need to be specified in some detail
so that generalizations can be sensitive to variation in context (Pollitt, 2013a). The
catchphrase should not be the overly simple ‘What works?’ but the more realistic ‘What
works for whom, under what circumstances, and for how long?’
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8 Reflections

8.1 Introduction

This is where we return to the beginning—to the key debates which were introduced in
Chapter 1. Between there and here we have introduced a small mountain of evidence,
referred to hundreds of research studies, and summarized dozens of theoretical approaches
or conceptual frameworks. So where does that leave us with respect to the questions we
started out with? And what seem to be the implications for future research in public
management—research that we hope many of the readers of this book will be engaged
in, in one way or another?
Amalgamating some of the bullet points on the question list we originally introduced

in Section 1.3, we arrive at a set of four fundamental questions about what has been
happening—and what is likely to happen in future. These are:

• What have been the main trajectories of reform, 1980–2016? (Section 8.2).

• What have been the results of these reforms? (Section 8.3).

• What are the implications of this experience for the future? (Section 8.4).

• What kind of answers are we looking for, and what kind of answers can we reasonably
expect to get? (Section 8.6).

In addition to these four we will briefly address a new question (Section 8.5), which we
think is particularly appropriate to a final chapter that looks forward as well as back:

• What are the implications of foreseeable future external trends for the recent experience
of reform? (Section 8.5).

Sharp-eyed readers will notice that this list does not contain any ‘why?’ questions—the
questions are all of the ‘what?’ variety. This may trouble those who argue that it is ‘why?’
questions—questions where a theory is used to explain why something has or has not
happened—which are the high-ground of academic life. So let us say quickly that in no
way do we seek to demote explanatory issues. Indeed, we see a whole host of ‘why?’
questions standing immediately behind our ‘what?’ questions. We have been discussing
those throughout most of the book (for example, the model of the reform process in
Chapter 3 and the ‘many houses’ discussion in Chapter 4 were very much concerned with
reasons why this or that reform took place, or why that particular approach was not
adopted in a given country). Nevertheless, here we give the headlines to the ‘what?’
questions, for several reasons.



First, good descriptions are important because we believe that a good part of the
international discussion of reform trends is seriously oversimplified and resorts to stereo-
types. It is therefore important to try to establish just exactly what has happened, before
launching into conclusions and prescriptions. Although this book gives a more detailed
account than most, we are still conscious that it contains a number of lacunae and quite a
lot of ‘thin ice’. Even so, it is considerably more nuanced and detailed than many official
reports, consultancy publications, and even academic analyses. One can understand
why—the simple model and the memorable soundbite (‘banish bureaucracy!’, ‘steering
not rowing!’, ‘the network society!’) are attention grabbers. They increase the chances of
getting your story onto crowded political or academic agendas. Second, theory-building
and theory-testing—which we fully accept are central to the social science project—are
themselves partly dependent on the availability of good descriptions. In the empirical
social sciences it is not much use having a beautiful abstract theory with only partial and
unreliable data to feed into it. In fact, the sheer number and variety of public management
models (which we noted in Chapter 1) may to some degree reflect an unsatisfactory
database on reforms. If we had better, more systematic and comparable descriptions of
what has been happening in different countries, some of these models would probably
fall, because they would be seen to be seriously incomplete or to explain what happened in
jurisdiction X but not at all what happened in jurisdiction Y. Third, this book is as it is
because we have found—both among our own students and among those of a number of
our colleagues at other universities—a real demand for just knowing what has happened.
Intelligent students know that they cannot always trust government white papers to tell the
whole story. They also know that confining themselves to documents operating only at very
high levels of aggregation (such as are found in the World Bank’s World Governance
Indicators (Chapter 5) or even many OECD publications) is not enough. They can find
numerous case studies, many of them excellent, but it is more difficult to find reform stories
frommany countries brought together in one place and in an explicitly comparative format.
The satisfaction of this need is one of our objectives in writing this fourth edition.

8.2 What have been the main trajectories
of reform, 1980–2016?

There is no doubt that New Public Management (NPM) reforms were a major international
trend during the 1980s and 1990s. Beginning in the mid-1980s in New Zealand and the
UK, they spread rapidly to many other countries, and by the early 1990s had become the
‘new norm’ in themany publications and discussions of the influential PUMA group at the
OECD (e.g. OECD, 1995). Even countries which were culturally resistant to the NPM
package as a whole (such as France or the Nordic countries) tended nonetheless to adopt
or experiment with specific tools such as results budgeting or contract-like arrangements
for managing public agencies. In the language of Chapter 1, they selected certain dishes
from the menu, even if they did not want the whole NPM cuisine. Finally, we beg leave to
differ from those who have pronounced that the NPM is now ‘dead’ (e.g. Dunleavy et al.,
2006b). At the time of writing, individual NPM-type reforms continue in a number of
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countries. The global economic crisis has in some ways and in some countries (especially
the UK) revived those parts of the NPMmenu that claim to yield short-term savings—such
as large-scale contracting out (Pollitt, 2016a). Indeed, a detailed reading of Dunleavy et al.
(2006b) shows that they themselves do not really mean ‘dead’, because they freely
acknowledge that some elements continue to spread. Terms such as ‘decline’ or ‘decay’
might carry a more accurate connotation than ‘dead’.
Yet (as we argued in Chapter 1) it would be a dangerous oversimplification to claim that

public management reform during the 1980–2000 period consisted of a global (or even an
OECD) convergence on the NPM model. Many important reforms were not at all part of
NPM packages—such as the French decentralization reforms of the early 1980s, the
amalgamation of Australian ministries in the mid-1980s, the agency reforms in Finland
in the early 1990s, or the somewhat chaotic Italian changes following the political crisis in
1994. They were responses to perceived domestic problems, principally addressed to those
problems, and not—or not much—derived from the international NPM agenda. There was
a generalized cautiousness towards NPM from a number of continental European states,
and the development of an alternative trajectory which, in Chapter 4, we characterized as
the NWS.
Now we can return to the question raised in Chapter 1: how best to characterize what

has been happening since the NPM tide began to stall or recede—since, say, 2000—inmost
of our twelve countries. Throughout this book, and especially in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 we
have periodically referred to three ideal-type models—NPM itself, the Neo-Weberian State
(NWS), and New Public Management (NPG). As we said at the outset, these are far from
the only models we could have explored, but, on the other hand, they are all models
which have been and still are being extensively discussed within the academic community
that studies public management. They express different trajectories and principles of
coordination—NPM favours market mechanisms designed and guided to yield outcomes
which are in the public interest; NWS displays a professionalized and consultative form of
hierarchy: NPG is based on a network approach, yielding an inclusive view of the wide
range of organizations that need to be involved in the governance of complex, pluralistic
societies (Bouckaert et al., 2010; Bouckaert, 2015). Furthermore, they have penetrated—at
least to some extent—the vocabulary of reformers themselves. Practitioners in a number of
countries have referred to specific themes which are clearly related to these academic
models, such as the need for a more businesslike approach (NPM), the importance of
preserving the ‘European social model’ and modernizing the state (NWS), or the desirabil-
ity of more ‘networked governance’ (NPG). Collectively, the three models represent, in a
sense, the first and second generations, perhaps in a dialectic trajectory, of reform: first
NPM, as a clean break with traditional, hierarchical bureaucracy; then NWS, as an emer-
ging alternative to NPM; and then NPG as a broader approach which many academics
have argued has succeeded—or is succeeding—NPM, and which is, to some extent, a
conscious reaction to NPM’s limitations.
So the three models are useful in a variety of ways. They express different principles of

organization and different views of the preferable relationship between the state, the
market sector, and civil society. As such, they can serve as guiding heuristics or, beyond
that, as visions. They can stimulate debates and provide frameworks for the analysis of
specific reforms. What it is evident they do not do, however, is to provide a neat empirical
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map of where our twelve countries have come from, are now, or appear to be going. The
empirical map, in fact, is a pretty messy one, and shows every sign of remaining so. In
reality, these ideal-type models are translated into blends and hybrids, sometimes depend-
ing on the policy field, and in many cases with mixtures within a country. One cannot
point to a single country and say ‘there we can see an example of NPM/NWS/NPG in full
working order’. Even the famous NPM reforms in New Zealand between 1984 and 1993—
radical though they undoubtedly were—were not ‘pure’. There were many departures from
themodel and the doctrine (Boston et al., 1996), andwithin a decade elements of the reform
were being significantly modified (Duncan and Chapman, 2010). Equally, the numerous
reforms in most European countries that have been proclaimed as promoting networking,
partnership, and public participation have invariably coexisted with areas in which govern-
ments have still exercised the right to act decisively and hierarchically. When we examine a
specific reform in a particular subset of organizations, we may sometimes find (to use the
language of Chapter 1) coherent menus, with a series of mutually supporting tools being
deployed in an attempt to realize a particular trajectory and vision. But when we look across
the whole of any given public sector, the menu is always mixed—different tools are being
used for different purposes in different parts of the operation. Neither our three models nor
our ‘4Ms’ trajectories (plus the fifth—‘mobilization’) can be found in a pure form in any one
country for any significant length of time (Chapter 4).

As we have tried out the three models on our empirical evidence, another limitation has
gradually become apparent. It is that each model attends to some aspects of public
administration—the aspects it wants to give importance to—but tends to ignore or omit
others. Thus the NPM, for example, says little directly about politics and seems, implicitly
at least, to use an overly rational and rather unrealistic set of assumptions about what
politicians can and want to do (Chapter 6). It also tends to focus on the inner workings of
individual organizations, and pay less attention to the ‘big picture’—the shape of the
network, the history of a given sector, the particular provisions of a specific constitution,
and so on. The NWS vision, by contrast, has its strength in reminding us what states can do
and how important democratic politics is as a guiding andmonitoring force. It accepts that
there are particular contexts where the state must coerce its citizens and where public
order must be sustained, even at some price in terms of individual liberties. It places the
public service ethic closer to the centre of attention and avoids the simplistic assumption
that everyone is a self-interested utility maximizer. On the other hand, the NWS perspec-
tive is much less clear about how the state should deal with some of the other powerful
players in the policy process—big corporations, intergovernmental organizations and
international non-governmental organizations, or organizations running ‘data clouds’.
Furthermore, it tends to assume that public officials will, either always or usually, prove
pliable to sensible, modernizing reforms. It perhaps needs to paymore attention to what is
to be done when reformers encounter inertia or recalcitrance among the affected staff—as
does sometimes occur. The NPG approach is probably better at dealing with the ‘external’
parts of the picture than either the NPM or the NWS, because it is essentially outward-
looking. But it remains largely silent about how, internally, the core of the state should be
organized and what issues, if any, the state needs to reserve for itself. It also struggles to
explain how traditional values of democratic accountability and transparency will be
maintained in complex networks of partnerships and collaborations:
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[I]n some ways the growth of partnerships has tended to add to institutional complexity in the
public sector rather than necessarily to simplify it . . . The ‘organic’ nature of different partnerships,
and their variability from one area to another, also add to difficulties in attributing policies and
understanding how theymight be changed, not only for citizens, but also for public sector decision
makers themselves. (Dunleavy, 2010, p. 14)

The big models, then, are less than comprehensive. Meanwhile, the empirical map is
composed of many partial trajectories, and some reversals or shifts in course. In the UK,
as in New Zealand, the 2000s witnessed a partial (but only partial) retreat from the market-
type mechanisms which had been introduced at the height of the NPM era. Actual reform
packages have frequently included elements drawn from more than one of our models—
for example, the Blair government (1997–2008) praised partnerships and networking, yet
simultaneously imposed one of the most detailed, top-down systems of performance
measurement the world has yet seen. One may also notice a certain tendency towards
alternations or cycles in reform (Pollitt, 2008, pp. 51–9). As remarked in Chapter 7, it has
long been observed in public administration that there is a tendency for policy prescrip-
tions to be packaged up in contradictory or opposing principles—now decentralization is
the answer, now centralization (Pollitt, 2005); or now specialize tasks, now consolidate
them (Hood and Jackson, 1991; see also Simon, 1946). Each prescription at first seems to
make sense in itself, but after it has been applied for a while, its disadvantages become
more apparent, and eventually there is a movement to go the other way because it is
perceived that nowwe have too much of what was formerly thought to be a good thing (too
much autonomy, too much audit, too many performance indicators, and so on). We have
perhaps seen this most clearly in the rapidly reforming countries—thus British govern-
ments swung from organizational disaggregation and then back to aggregation between
1988 and 2005 (Talbot and Johnson, 2007). More widely, Davis et al. found some ten-
dency towards cycling between aggregation and disaggregation in Australia, Canada, and
the UK over the longer period of 1950–97 (Davis et al., 1999) and Light found ‘tides of
reform’, ebbing and flowing, in the USA between 1945 and 1995 (Light, 1997). The
existence of such cycles does not rule out trajectories: one can have a trajectory that lasts
for a decade or more and then the fashion changes, the previous trajectory is seen to have
gone too far, and a new trajectory begins, not returning to the point of origin, but at least
somewhat abandoning elements in the previous direction of travel. But to see these
patterns one usually needs to look at developments over a substantial period of time—
probably decades. Short-term examinations of the latest reform will not pick up the larger,
longer-term patterns (Pollitt, 2008; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009). In the language of
geological and evolutionary time, ‘arrows’ (trajectories) can coexist with ‘cycles’—indeed,
in order to make sense of evolution we need to understand the interaction between the
two (Gould, 1988).
Now let us return to our models. Even if a particular government were able to craft and

implement a somehow ‘model pure’ reform, that would not mean that that public sector
then became an equally pure example of NPM, NWS, or NPG. That is because no reform
could conceivably touch every aspect of the modern state simultaneously. There are
always exceptions—sectors or organizations where, for special reasons or just from over-
sight or neglect, the previous system and culture survive (e.g. Pollitt, 2012, pp. 159–71).
When in Chapter 2 we used the metaphor of reform as part of a process of geological
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sedimentation—new layers being deposited upon old—we were simply echoing an obser-
vation that has been made time and time again by observers of reform. Thus the old merit
system survives in a substantial part of the US federal service, the influence of the
graduates of ENA remains highwithin the French system despite someweakening reforms,
the consensual culture continues to be a significant factor in the Dutch and Finnish
systems despite recent changes in the party systems that could be construed as more
polarization—and so on and so forth.

Figure 8.1 gives a visual impression of some of this complexity. It shows reform trajec-
tories in two countries, X and Y. Country X begins first (with an alpha at the left-hand
margin). It aims high (omega high up the figure, just over halfway across). It does not
achieve this, but it does achieve substantial change. The change process, however, is not
smooth.

It begins with a reasonably rapid period of change, but that then slackens off, and there
is even some gentle slipping back. A second wave of reform is more radical (steeply rising
slope of change), but after a while there is a crisis of some sort and a partial (but far from
total) reversal. At the right-hand margin rapid change is resumed, and the finishing point
shows very substantial change since the beginning (alpha). Even so, this change has been
built over a continuing substratum of older structures and procedures, which are only
gradually fading away (striped area at the bottom of Figure 8.1). Country Y begins later,
and sets its sights lower (the omega is much lower = less change than for Country X). Its
rate of change is also lower (slopes are less steep). Like Country X, it has a period of partial
reversal, but ends up quite near its (more modest) omega. Country Y has achieved less
change than Country X, but has come closer to its goals. One might think of Country X as

gradual decay
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reform

rapid (steep)

change

partial

reversal

gradual

change partial

reversal

Alpha (Country X)

Alpha (Country Y)

TIME
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Figure 8.1 Some patterns of reform
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a radical NPM reformer and Country Y as amore cautious NWS reformer, although they do
not have to be this—they are no more than abstract illustrative examples of the kind of
complexity which our historical approach has revealed over and over again.
Nevertheless, despite this ‘messiness’ and all these necessary qualifications, the story we

have told has not been one of chaos or randomness, without shape or direction. Just as the
period 1980–2000was characterized by a widespread interest in the NPM, so certain themes
have grown in prominence internationally since the turn of the century. These include:

• The development of integrated services/joined-up government/‘whole-of-government’
approaches. These apply both to the ‘production’ of policies (developing integrated
analyses of cross-sectoral or ‘wicked’ problems) and to the delivery of services (one-
stop shops, single portals for all government services, etc.). Attempts to integrate at the
service (operational) level seem to have been almost universal, but efforts to develop
whole-of-government strategies have been confined to a more limited subset of coun-
tries (e.g. Ministry of Finance, 2013).

• More attention to the performance of individuals, organizations, and systems, even if
‘performance’ and ‘results’ are somehow hard to define as ‘outputs’ or ‘outcomes’ (Van
Dooren et al., 2015; Bouckaert and Van Dooren, 2016).

• The promotion of e-government as a solution to many problems, and as a major
facilitator of the integration sought in the first bullet point, above. Again, virtually
every country has had some sort of programme here.

• More networking and partnership with other social partners/stakeholders. Almost all
our governments have adopted this, at least on the level of rhetoric.

• Improved transparency and more open government (e.g. Minister for Government
Policy, 2011), combined with a constant concern with a growing variety of forms of
accountability. Transparency and accountability have become international buzzwords
(and like all such, mean many different things in different contexts). But no one can be
against either of these virtues.

• Strengthening the political support and protection for ministers (with more political
advisers, more professional media offices/‘spin doctors’, more opportunity for political
executives to remove and replace their top civil servants if they are found to be unsym-
pathetic to the governments specific policies). There has been something of this in all our
twelve countries, but the amount varies enormously, from the addition of a handful of
political advisers to a spoils system that embraces the whole of the upper reaches of the
administration (e.g. OECD, 2011).

• Centralization of financial control, following the 2008 global economic crisis (e.g.
Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015; Randma-Liiv and Bouckaert, 2016).

Do these elements, taken together, constitute a new model, to which we can give a name?
Our interpretation would be no, or at least not quite—only in an indirect and partial way.
Certainly it could be said that a number of these themes are consonant with the NPG
model (integration/holism, e-government, networking and partnerships). Yet not all of
them are. Strengthening the control of executive politicians could even be said to be a
move against the tide of governance, and back towards a more hierarchical, representative
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politics. So could the centralization of financial control adopted in many countries as
austerity cast its cloud. However, there is a deeper point. It is that a number of these
themes can be formulated and reformulated to fit in with different management para-
digms. In terms of the ‘menus and dishes’ discussion in Chapter 1 (see Figure 1.4), these are
dishes which can be presented within differentmenus, somemore and some less coherent.
Consider the first and third—integrated services and e-government. Each of these can be
approached from within more than one of our three main models (NPM, NWS, and NPG).
Thus integrated services can comfortably feature on either an NWS or an NPG trajectory.
Within the former, one might expect the emphasis to be on better bureaucratic
coordination—healthcare and social care authorities are reorganized so as to work more
closely together, or local authority services are coordinated more closely with central
government services (multi-level government). Within NPG, however, the same theme
takes on a somewhat different hue. A holistic approach becomes a more ambitious affair,
with the focus being on the coordination of government and non-government actors
through networks and partnerships. Similarly with e-government—Dunleavy et al.
(2006a) have shown that different governments have approached this in very different
ways. In some, almost everything has been contracted out, NPM-style, to private
companies—even the business of designing the contracts themselves. Government has
retained little capacity or expertise of its own. In others, however, government has
preserved a strong central capacity and has used this to ensure that, where private com-
panies have been involved, there has been real competition and a stronger, more informed
assessment of their proposals—one might think of this as a more NWS approach to
e-government (although Dunleavy et al. do not themselves refer to that model). Within
an NPG approach one might expect that the emphasis would be different again—perhaps
accentuating the joint design, commissioning, and use of computer systems between
public authorities and their partners in the market sector and civil society. In a four-
country comparative study of ICT policies, Homburg comes to the conclusion that these
policies tend to follow pre-existing institutional patterns and cultural attitudes, and that,
in consequence, they are significantly different in the Denmark, the Netherlands, the UK,
and the USA (Homburg, 2008).

Therefore, although we can see a pattern of sorts in reforms since 2000—certain themes
and tools that are internationally echoed and reproduced—these do not amount to a
single new model or menu. Rather, as suggested in Chapter 1, we have a menu of dishes
(tools), and different customers are selecting different combinations, and flavouring the
same dish with different paradigmatic sauces. In an interesting recent study of public
financial management in Australia, Belgium, Canada, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden,
the UK, and the USA, Andrews arrived at the following conclusion:

Conceptualising governance constructs as menu items, to be chosen, rather than essential elements
of a one-best-way model, is, I believe, an important step to better understanding why good
government looks different in different settings. (Andrews, 2010, p. 30)

Within all this there are certainly elements of path dependency—the differences between
the different ‘houses’ which we set out in Chapter 3 have not vanished. There is still a
spectrum running from stronger state solutions to stronger market solutions, and there is
still a difference between heavily centralized and majoritarian polities like New Zealand
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and the UK and strongly decentralized and more consensual polities like Germany and
Sweden. The internationalization of public management thinking may well have reduced
the strength of these national differences, but it has by no means eliminated them.
Furthermore, according to our reading of the evidence, these differences become more
marked the further one moves down the sequence from talk to decision to practice and
finally to results (see Table 1.2). To put it another way, the impression that ‘Everyone is
doing NPM’ (or governance, or transparency) is strongest if one confines oneself to reading
policy statements and plans. As onemoves through to practice (not to speak of results) one
finds that, for instance, Belgium ‘does’ transparency very differently from the UK (Pollitt
and Bouckaert, 2009), and Canada and the Netherlands ‘do’ e-government very differently
from Australia and the UK (Dunleavy et al., 2006a, pp. 83–134). The structural and cultural
substrata of public administration are often more durable than the latest reform.

8.3 What have been the results of these reforms?

Results are often the ‘elephant in the room’ for management reforms. As Chapter 5
showed, they can be remarkably difficult to pin down. Of course there may be masses of
‘evidence’, but on closer inspection most of it turns out to be about changes in activities
and procedures rather than about actual outcomes. To an extent, therefore, public man-
agement reform has been more a matter of faith than science (Pollitt, 1995). We can think
of public management as ‘a social and perhaps a quasi-religious movement, arguably
part of a broader “managerial” movement’ (Hood, 2005, p. 13). Many reforms have been
launched on the basis of a vision—an omega—rather than on the basis of anything that
could be regarded as hard scientific evidence. Afterwards—sometimes many years
afterwards—it is usually hard to collect the evidence of what worked and what didn’t,
and why (Hood and Dixon, 2015). Supporters of the particular reform attribute anything
good that happened to the reform, and critics similarly attribute almost anything bad that
happened to the same reform, but both sides have difficulty in proving their attributions.
Yet it would be wrong to exaggerate this problem. It is a big problem at the level of whole

reform programmes—the NPR in the USA or the 1980s Hawke administration reforms in
Australia or the ‘joined-up government’ reforms of the Blair administration in the UK—
but it is less difficult at a more local and specific level. Thus we may not know whether the
NPR or Mrs Thatcher’s ‘Next Steps’ programme ‘worked’, but it is easier to see whether
changes to emergency call handling in the Sussex Police Force have improved public
opinion ratings of the service, or whether reforms to the New Zealand healthcare system
have reduced waiting lists for the hospital treatment of specified conditions. In Chapter 5,
for example, we referred to clear evidence that a determined performance management
reform by the UK government had radically reduced average waiting times in hospital
A&E departments (Kelman and Friedman, 2009). We also know that new data-matching
procedures by the UK Department of Work and Pensions helped to halve benefit fraud in
the years following 2000/1 (Chief Secretary to the Treasury, 2009, p. 29). We are told that
by pooling budgets across several different government agencies a programme called
Wraparound Milwaukee has reduced the need for residential treatment for seriously
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disturbed children in that city, and has halved the cost per child of that treatment (Chief
Secretary to the Treasury, 2009, p. 39). During the Clinton/Gore National Performance
Review a new, simpler way for employees to make small purchases by using Visa cards was
extended across the federal government, resulting in claimed savings ofmore than $12 bil-
lion (Gore, 1997, p. 49). There are many such examples and, while some of them may be
oversimplified or exaggerated or ephemeral, it is hard to doubt that positive results are
frequently achieved and that sometimes they are successfully embedded, and last over the
longer term (Ministry of Finance, 2013, appendix C).

The overall conclusions, therefore, are threefold. First, it is very difficult to be sure what
the net spectrum of results from large, complex programmes of public management
reform is. To some extent these big reforms are undertaken as matters of faith rather
than proven ‘science’, and this is a feature that has not changed noticeably over the
whole period of our study (cf. Pollitt, 1984; White and Dunleavy, 2010). Second, this
difficulty is frequently compounded and amplified by the fact that governments them-
selves do not put credible evaluation procedures in place—or certainly not early enough.
It is hard to avoid the conclusion that the politicians launching management innovations
do not always see the careful, independent assessment of their long-term costs and
benefits as a particularly important aspect of the reform process. Third, the methodo-
logical challenges of accurately assessing results are somewhat less (although still tough
enough) if the focus is on a single, specific reform in a single, specific location or organ-
ization or limited set of locations and/or organizations. Thus some of our most convincing
and ‘hard’ evidence comes from these more focused and disaggregated studies, where one
can trace the complex actions and reactions as the reform unfolds.

8.4 What are the implications of this experience
for the future?

The story as we have told it seems to have a number of implications for those conducting
research into—or even simply studying—public management reform.
First, and most positively, international comparison can be seen to be a powerfully

enlightening and informative exercise. It may be difficult to do well, but it frequently
brings out big-picture points which are so strong that they seem robust—that is to say that
it is hard to believe that they could be merely artefacts of the way the data have been
collected or some other bias. For example, reform has been consistently wider, deeper,
faster, andmore rigorously implemented in the UK than in Belgium (Pollitt and Bouckaert,
2009). It has been accomplished with less overt party political warfare and accusatory
stereotyping in the Nordic countries than in Australia or New Zealand. It has resulted in far
deeper changes to the procedures and culture of the top civil service in Australia, New
Zealand, and the UK than in Germany or France. It has ‘hollowed out’ the French or
Swedish (or even Canadian) public services much less than the American federal service.
All this, taken over a thirty-year period, tells us that the strength of the big models of
reform is less than overwhelming. Certainly there are international currents, and certainly
particular models, and, at a more detailed level, specific tools (dishes) become fashionable
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and attract a lot of interest. But they have never been strong enough, or compelling
enough, to push all our twelve states down the same road. There is, to put it positively, a
good deal of room for choice and interpretation. There is room for strategies and political
preferences and different balances between the state sector, the market sector, and civil
society. Even now, after the global economic crisis, governmentsmay ‘have to’ savemoney,
but there is almost always more than one way of doing it. Governments may ‘have to’
address changing demographics, or climate change, or the digital revolution, or any
number of other challenges, but for each there is more than one way of organizing and
managing the government’s response. In short, there is something worth arguing about.

Furthermore—to extend this first point—comparison opens up a treasure chest of
examples of adaptation. As we have seen, it is not only that different countries have
been inclined more towards one model than another; it is also that they have taken
specific tools (performance-related pay, benchmarking, PPPs) and used them in contrast-
ing ways. It seems that management tools are made of bendy plastic, not rigidmetal, and it
seems they are used by different craftspeople for somewhat different jobs. Again, there is
plenty of space for discussion and choice, for creating newmenus by combining particular
dishes in new ways. And there are also some warnings—negative, perhaps, but still very
useful to have. These tend to be about the use of particular tools in particular contexts.
Thus, for example, the aggressive implementation of individualistic performance-related
pay in team- or consensus-based organizational cultures is likely to create rather high
counter-waves. Or the attempt to use precisely specified (‘complete’) contracts in situ-
ations where it is hard to define the precise level and quality of outputs one wants—or
perhaps will want in the future—may lead to the organization which lets the contract
finding itself locked into a set of increasingly inappropriate incentives. Or the wholesale
contracting out of complex technological functions runs the risk that public authorities
may not be able to retain sufficient in-house expertise to monitor and evaluate the
contractors who are providing the actual service.
Second, an overview of the evidence thus far encourages a certain scepticism concerning

reformers’ incessant claims to be on the verge of ‘transforming’ this or that, or becoming
(to use a phrase that was popular in the late Blair and Brown administrations in the UK)
‘world-class’ at almost any aspect of public service provision you care to name. The deep,
sedimented structures of most of our twelve public sectors are hard to shift in such
fundamental ways. At the end of 2009 the UK public expenditure minister issued a
white paper in which he said:

[R]eform must accelerate through making full use of the new strengths we now have: more
empowered citizens, the knowledge and commitment of our public servants, especially those at
the frontline, and our vibrant communities. It will require a premium on transparency, innovation
and flexibility. (Chief Secretary to the Treasury, 2009, pp, 15–16)

This picture was unrealistic to the point of romanticism. It was a white paper issued by a
deeply unpopular government which knew it had tomake huge cuts in public spending, but
was putting off discussing them in any detail until after the imminent election (which it
lost). Would most citizens, if surveyed, have declared themselves ‘empowered’? Unlikely.
Would most front-line public servants, ground down by reform after reform, and burdened
by unprecedented levels of central control, have recognized this buoyant picture? Probably
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not.Were these ‘vibrant communities’ the same as those being described at exactly the same
time as ‘the broken society’ by the then leader of the opposition?

Unfortunately, this is far from being the only example of hyperbole in official publica-
tions. Something else which has changed in the thirty years since 1980 has been the
vocabulary and style of public administration reform documents. In many of our countries
(Australia, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA) the sober reports of
the 1970s have given way to ‘designer’ documents replete with soundbite phrases, upbeat
photos and diagrams, and managerial buzzwords. They claim that the machinery of gov-
ernment is on the verge of ‘transformation’, ‘smarter’ government, citizen empowerment—
that the authorities are about to achieve all manner of radical change. Yet within a short
time these texts are largely forgotten. How many people now remember the official docu-
ments of the late 1980s and 1990s, which in some cases were promising things which sound
suspiciously similar to what is still being held out as just round the corner today? These
included citizen-focused government (e.g. Prime Minister, 1991), a government that ‘works
so much better and costs so much less’ (Gore, 1997, p. 2), benchmarking (Department of
Finance, 1996), quality through market competition (H.M. Treasury, 1991), and more
joining up and integration of services (Prime Minister and Minister for the Cabinet
Office, 1999).

More importantly, we can see that many of our (admittedly imperfect) indicators show
the rank order of different countries to be remarkably similar to what it was many years
ago. The high-trust countries (especially the Nordic group) remain relatively high-trust and
the low-trust countries (especially Italy) remain low. The big spenders (Sweden) remain big
spenders, the middling big spenders (France, Germany) remain middling big spenders,
and the lean states (USA) remain lean. The law-oriented culture may have diminished, but
relatively speaking it remains much more prominent in Belgium, Germany, and France
than in the UK. Of course, all these countries have moved—they have carried out real
reforms andmade real changes. But they seldom, if ever, turn out to be as transformational
as the rhetoric, and the relativities between countries do not change at anything like the
same speed as the announcements of new reforms.

This leads to a third observation. It is that the timescale for effectivemanagement reform
is often far longer than (a) the timescale of media attention and (b) the timescale of strong
political interest. The application of many of the tools mentioned in this book takes 12–36
months before the reform is fully bedded in and one can see the whole range of effects—
positive and negative, expected and unexpected. Serious efforts to get close to a newmodel
or paradigm (e.g. NPG or the ‘digital state’) take much longer, probably a minimum of five
years and sometimes double that. Thus stability of purpose and continuity of practice are
important ingredients in successful reform (Pollitt, 2008). Yet stability and continuity are
increasingly hard to come by in today’s high-speed world. Nevertheless, some systems
seem better able to support complex, longer-term reforms than others. If we return to the
‘many houses’ of Chapter 3, we can see that the relative ease or difficulty with which
management reforms can be carried through may well have some bearing here. At one
extreme we have some rather slow-moving systems where reform has difficulty in achiev-
ing the kind of momentum which it needs in order to build its identity and attract
sufficient support. The German federal government seems to be one such environment.
Belgium, for somewhat different reasons, is also a candidate, at least in the sense that an
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increasingly fragmented and fractious political system currently has difficulty in agreeing
on any fundamental machinery reforms at the federal level. At the other extreme, it can be
so easy to promulgate reform—the checks and balances are so flimsy—that governments
may be tempted to pile one political initiative on top of another, creating a merry-go-
round of reforms which soon induce reform fatigue among the officials concerned—and
possibly cynicism among the onlooking citizens. At times the UK seems to have belonged
in this category (Pollitt, 2007). It is the countries in between—where reforms require
hard work over time to construct the necessary political consensus, but which then have
a good chance of long-term survival in a less adversarial system—that may have the best
hope of sticking to agreed trajectories and eventually firmly embedding reforms. Finland,
Sweden, and to a lesser extent the Netherlands typify this kind of system.
Finally, fourth, we might suggest that our thirty-year view lends some support to the idea

that a proportion (not all) of the most fundamental choices in public management involve
trade-offs or balancing acts between different underlying values or principles (as discussed in
Chapter 7). Do we want continuity and stability or ever-increasing choice and innovation?
Efficiency or equity? Effectiveness or efficiency? Expertise or diversity? As already men-
tioned, over the past fifty years a number of notable academics have characterized public
administration knowledge as often having a proverbial or contradictory character (Hood
and Jackson, 1991; Simon, 1946). Of course we want all these things, but the pursuit of one
value (efficiency, say) is gradually realized to have a deleterious effect on another (equity,
say). At which point the currents of reform rhetoric may swing round and stress the other
value or values. But if they are vigorously pursued for a while, it will eventually be realized
that things are quietly becoming less efficient, and the tide will turn once more. This is not
to argue that the story of reform is one of an unending swing between fixed poles (the
values). Rather, what seems to happen is that the level to which we realize each value (or, at
least, aspire to realize it) shifts upwards. Furthermore, the value itself may be redefined to fit
new circumstances (Du Gay, 2005). Thus the efficiency with which we issue driving licences
or pay pensions has climbed over the years, and our notions of equity may have become
more inclusive, but still the reform ball bounces between them, and balance can be lost,
even if it is a balance set at a higher or more ambitious level. Thus (for example) in many
countries we have attained levels of transparency and accountability undreamed of thirty
years ago, and yet we still demandmore of these attributes. We have more choice than ever
before, but we read in countless reformdocuments that we need yetmore. In some countries
efficiency drives have been a fairly constant presence for three decades or more, and yet we
are told we must make more efficiency gains.

8.5 What are the implications of foreseeable future
external trends for the recent experience of reform?

This is the new question which we said at the opening of the chapter we were adding. It is
based on the idea that external events—wars, disasters, demographic shifts, profound
technological change—may have very large-scale effects on public management reform.
It includes the processes mentioned in boxes A and I of our original model of reform
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(Figure 2.1). NPM, for example, is widely believed to have been part of the fallout from the
global economic disruptions of the 1970s. Curiously, these processes are often little
discussed in academic public management and administration, although we know that
in the past such processes have been highly influential. What Roberts (2014) terms ‘large
forces’ have often shaped administrative developments, and they will continue to do so.
Roberts believes that the study of these large forces is one of the main things missing from
contemporary academic public administration.

This is, of course, a gigantic new subject and we cannot hope to deal with it thoroughly
in the final chapter of our book. However, we can briefly identify some of the large
forces which are likely to make themselves felt in the near future, and we can attempt to
illustrate what kinds of impacts they may have. (For more distant large forces, see Achten
et al., 2016.)

There are at least four (somewould saymore) key ‘megatrends’which are beginning to put
pressure on current ways of doing things in public administration (Pollitt, 2016c). They are:

• demographic change;

• climate change;

• technological change;

• fiscal austerity.

Each of these will have huge and very diverse impacts on governments and public
services. For example, the increasing proportion of elderly people in Europe and North
America has already forced substantial changes to public pension schemes, and will
require more. It will also put great pressure on healthcare and social services. Climate
change will require (has already required) extensive intergovernmental cooperation, elab-
orate monitoring schemes, great changes in emergency services, and radical shifts in
modes of transportation and energy generation, plus new regulations pertaining to build-
ing construction, urban and rural planning, and property insurance. Some argue that it
will also require wartime levels of government expenditure and intervention (Klein, 2014).
Technological change is inherently unpredictable, but we can already see much more
healthcare being supplied ‘remotely’ (remote body monitoring, Internet consultations
with medical and nursing staff, etc.). We can also be sure that medical technology itself
will advance (bioengineering and genetics) and that more conditions for more people will
become both detectable and treatable—with considerable implications for both expend-
iture and the inevitable process of rationing. Fiscal austerity we have already dealt with in
several places in the book, and we can be confident that it will make/is already making
government responses to the other megatrends (demographic change, climate change,
etc.) more difficult. Acute shortage of public resources makes it harder to gear up to new
challenges—and even to new opportunities.

Some global awareness to react to the ‘megatrends’ is present at the level of the UN with
the seventeen Sustainable Development Goals. However, implementation of these will
require (scientific knowledge about) effective local, regional, and global governance (see
also Kim et al., 2014).

Canmore be said about the types of administrative change our megatrendsmay portend?
Scanning the emerging literature (Pollitt, 2016c), one can identify some common threads:
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• Generally acting in more strategic and long-term ways.

• Giving budgetary priority (or at least protection) to those parts of the public service that
are needed to adapt to the effects of climate change and those those that facilitate the
health and independent living abilities of the growing elderly population. Protecting
emergent technologies which appear likely to bemost useful in addressing the problems
posed by our megatrends (including data clouds).

• Seeking and using better evidence to guide policy decisions.

• Focusing public infrastructural investment on measures to promote adaptation to and
mitigation of climate change.

• Investing heavily in training public servants to be capable of sophisticated gathering
and analysis of policy-relevant information, and to be skilled in international negoti-
ations on these key challenges. Austerity, demographic change, and climate change are
not issues which are confined to, or can be tackled within, single countries. Neither, for
that matter, is technological change. And all of them are complex issues requiring
detailed understanding of their scientific, technological, and socio-economic elements.

• Equally, these are not single-sector, still less single-organization problems. For example,
climate change measures—especially adaptation, although also mitigation—require
changes in emergency services, local flood planning, national disaster planning, build-
ing controls, transport regulation, energy generation, and so on. The complexity of
these interlocking issues is great, and central governments, regional governments, and
local governments will need to act in concert (Termeer et al., 2011).

• Recruiting scientists to give governments independent assessments of major scientific
issues.

• Recruiting technologists to give governments independent assessments of the potential
of new technologies, especially in the fields of care for the elderly, energy sustainability,
adaptation to climate change, and bioengineering.

• Making and implementing medium- and long-term human resource plans to ensure
that the transition from larger, older public services to smaller, younger ones is accom-
plished with minimum loss of skills and relevant experience, and that the new gener-
ations are professionally socialized into an appropriate set of public service values.

If we ask whether these kinds of change are currently at the top of public management
reform agendas, the unfortunate answer must be ‘rarely’. Nor has the public management
academic community been quick to focus on the implications of these ‘externalities’.

8.6 What kind of answers are we looking for, and what
kind of answers can we reasonably expect to get?

This is rather a fundamental question and one which, logically, it could be argued, should
have come at the beginning of the book rather than the end. Our priority, however, was
to get to the facts (and alleged facts) about reforms first—to ‘get our hands dirty’—so
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we have left this more metaphysical question until now. So, what kind of answers might
we expect from a study of management reforms? There is a spectrum which runs some-
thing like this:

1. Clear identification of certain models or forms or techniques that work well in most
places, times, and circumstances. These could be big models/paradigms like NWS or
NPG, or they could be individual tools such as single-purpose, contractually framed
executive agencies or contracting out or performance-related pay. These would there-
fore function as generic solutions, based on law-like generalizations—serving within a
classic nomothetic approach to knowledge (Kay, 2006).

2. More limited and conditional generalizations, usually of the form ‘This usually works
in this way under these conditions and in these circumstances’. Thus, for example, we
might say ‘Performance-related pay works best when tasks are simple and easily
measurable, and when staff can control the circumstances of their own productivity,
and where the general culture is fairly individualistic.’ These are thus conditional and
probabilistic hypotheses (and may thus be rather complex/less than elegant). They are
explicitly contextualized (Pollitt, 2013a). Nevertheless, they may be generalizable
across quite broad territories—for example, our proposition that centralized executives
within majoritarian systems have the capacity to make more radical management
reforms and formulate and decide them more quickly than decentralized executives
within consensual systems. Notice that this does not mean that centralized, majoritar-
ian regimes necessarily or automatically will carry through radical reforms. It means
they can, but this potential will only be realized if there are competent (and sometimes
lucky) leaders who have ideas and actually want to use up political capital in trying to
put these ideas into effect.

3. No big, generic laws or generalizations—not even those hedged about with probabil-
ities and conditions—but a shopping basket full of assorted insights and rules of thumb
that seem to have some transferability from one place to another. Thus we may observe
that the tighter performance measures are linked to explicit penalties and incentives,
the more impact they will have on behaviour and the more gaming and cheating is
likely to arise, or that crises often offer a window of opportunity for would-be reformers.
Such insightsmay encourage us to build bits of explanatory theory (it is not too difficult
to see why strong penalties and incentives may tempt more people to indulge in
gaming) but they do not ‘add up’ to any general theory that categorizes (still less
explains) patterns of public management reform. Although they can stimulate
theory-building, they are more usually a type of ‘craft knowledge’ or practitioner’s
wisdom, rather than formal academic theory. In this sense category 3-type answers
are different from category 2-type answers, but there is also a degree of overlap between
the two categories—the boundary between them is not sharp.

4. No workable generalizations. Every situation is unique. The world is too complex and
uncertain for us to predict anything with much confidence. All we can do is to
describe, with hindsight and in narrative form, what seems to have worked and
what seems to have failed in a series of distinctive and highly chance-influenced
circumstances. This is the polar, pure type of the idiographic approach to knowledge
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(Kay, 2006). And in the hands of some writers it is pushed even further, because of
their insistence that there is no one version of the story which is better than the
others, but only a range of alternative stories. The conclusion is then arrived at that
a range of ‘decentred narratives’ is about as much as we can hope for (Bevir and
Rhodes, 2006).

We are not the only interpreters of the material we have selected and shaped for inclusion
in this book. Any reader has the opportunity to draw their own conclusions. But for what it
is worth, our own view is that answers at the two extremes (1 and 4 above) are either
unlikely (type 1) or unambitious (type 4). Readers are invited to search for type 1 generic
‘laws’—we find it hard to think of any that, under inspection, do not quickly dissolve into
qualifications, conditions, and exceptions. Thus, for example, a detailed study of Lijphart’s
(1999, p. 301) general proposition that consensus democracies outperform majoritarian
democracies with regard to the kindness and gentleness of their public policy orientations
finds that it does not seem to apply very well to Belgium and the UK (Pollitt and Bouckaert,
2009, pp. 158–67). Similarly, the generic hypothesis in Osborne and Gaebler’s bestselling
Reinventing government (1992) that all governments would soon be obliged to follow the
road of the ‘entrepreneurial spirit’ has been shown by repeated studies not to apply in all
sorts of places (e.g. Bouckaert et al., 2008; Ongaro, 2009; Pollitt et al., 2007). As far as the
other pole is concerned—type 4—we acknowledge both that highly idiographic studies
can be quite fascinating and convincing and that there may be certain topics or issues
where we cannot get any further than type 4. But to claim that type 4 answers are the only
robust ones available seems a considerable exaggeration. There are many type 2 and type 3
generalizations that work pretty well most of the time, and which, at the very least, give
researchers and reformers an illuminating way into particular situations, even if these
generalizations require a certain amount of refinement and qualification as one goes
along. If evidence of this is needed, the reader need go no further than Sections 8.2 and
8.3, both of which include a number of type 2 and 3 generalizations which we believe
are robust and which approximately conform with the voluminous evidence we have
reviewed elsewhere in this book.
The implications of this analysis for further research are fairly clear. In a nutshell, most

public management researchers should be aiming at generating knowledge of types 2 and
3, rather than 1 or 4. They should be looking at the way specific tools behave (and are
adapted) in specific contexts rather than trying to build models of global governance or—
at the other pole—lovingly recording, blow by blow, the evolution of the multiple view-
points of different stakeholders concerning the organization of the municipal refuse
collection service in Pudsea. They should also be tracing and analysing the way specific
ideas and concepts are spread and sold andmove from one arena to another. It is therefore
in types 2 and 3 that the modest hopes for some sort of cumulative knowledge about
public management reform mainly lie. The big models are stimulating, and will surely
keep on coming (it is actually quite easy to invent a new one, or at least a new variation on
an existing one). Yet they do not take one very far, either in analysing actual reforms or in
prescribing what might be done in the future. Worse, they can grievously mislead their
users into thinking that they really know what is happening in country X or Y, or that it is
just an example of NPM or NPG, or whatever.
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Public management reform, we have suggested, is not a science, not a piece of manager-
ial technology, and certainly not a predetermined and inevitable outcome of ‘globaliza-
tion’ (or some other supposed universal imperative). It is a partly political, partly
organizational, partly economic, and partly technological process with quite uncertain
outcomes. It is informed by an assorted, untidy accumulation of knowledge which is
sometimes sufficient, but not infrequently incomplete, faulty, or misapplied. Yet reform
is inevitable—one only has to try to imagine a world in which there would be no public
management reform to see how extremely improbable such a state of affairs must be.
We give the last word to Machiavelli:

[N]o government should ever imagine that it can adopt a safe course; rather it should regard all
possible courses of action as risky. This is the way things are: whenever one tries to escape one
danger one runs into another. Prudence consists in being able to assess the nature of the particular
threat and accepting the lesser evil. (Machiavelli, 2005, p. 73, original c.1516)
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■ APPEND IX A

The Socio-Economic Context

A.1 The scope and purpose of
Appendices A and B

Chapter 2 introduced the model of public manage-
ment reformwhich we have referred to throughout
the rest of the book (see Figure 2.1). In that model
socio-economic forces (box A in Figure 2.1) are
given an important, though not finally determina-
tive role in setting the climate for management
reform. Such ‘megatrends’ or ‘large forces’ (Pollitt,
2016b; Roberts, 2014) have often been neglected in
recent academic public management, but here we
try to give them their due. Therefore Appendix
A offers a brief descriptive summary of what that
climate has been like during the past twenty-five
years, and how it appears to be shaping up for the
future. Then, in Appendix B we move on to the
specifics in each country, and offer a short ‘file’
summarizing the history of reform in that state.

The two appendices together provide some
basic facts and estimates about the twelve coun-
tries covered in the main text. Unlike many other
multi-country studies, this book is not organized
into single-country chapters. It is deliberately, and
we hope advantageously, organized by model and
theme—thus permitting a more integrated, less
sequential form of inter-country comparison.
However, one price that is paid for this type of
integration is that the reader is not offered neat
summaries of each country’s recent history and
arrangements. Left thus, readers who were not
already familiar with the relevant aspects of a par-
ticular country’s constitution, policies, and so on,
would be at a considerable disadvantage. To offset
this possible handicap, Appendices A and B offer
this type of information in a conveniently pack-
aged form. The contents of the package are closely
patterned on the model of public management
reform introduced in Chapter 2. The sequence is
therefore as follows.

APPENDIX A

• Some information onmajor economic indicators
for each country (i.e. data which help to ‘fill in’
the larger box A in Figure 2.1).

• Some information on key socio-demographic
indicators for each country (i.e. data which help
fill in box C in Figure 2.1).

APPENDIX B

• A set of ‘country files’ which give snapshots of
each country, organized in exactly the same cat-
egories as Chapter 2 and including, inter alia,
details of the major management reforms since
1980. Each ‘file’ concludes with a table summar-
izing key events.

A.2 Major economic indicators

As the model in Chapter 2 proposes, macroeco-
nomic features influence public management
reforms. Writing at a time when the global eco-
nomic crisis is directly leading to cutbacks, public
service wage freezes, and urgent reforms to try to
maintain quality in the face of reduced inputs,
it should not be difficult to persuade readers of
this connection. However, it is not only in the
aftermath of crises that the economic situation
exerts an influence. Rather it is a constant pres-
ence. When the economy is doing well, tax rev-
enues rise and social expenditure falls (because
there are fewer unemployed). When a government
bears a heavy load of debt, a considerable slice of
its expenditure must be devoted to paying interest
and/or repaying the principal, and is therefore
not available for spending on public services.
And so on.

In the following pages we look at some signifi-
cant macroeconomic indicators. We look at GDP
growth, and, as a rough proxy for the exposure of
governments to international economic cycles, we
examine the share that international trade repre-
sents of their exports. Then we go to government
spending and government debt.

Three major limitations to these data should,
however, be acknowledged at the outset. First, it is
seldom, if ever, possible to read off conclusions
about a country’s economic health from a single
indicator. Second, some of these indicators are



‘snapshots’—indicators of the state of a variable at
a particular point in time or, at best, over a three- or
five-year average. Third, as we pointed out in
Chapter 2, economic pressures may often provide
the context in which governments think they are
obliged to launch public management reforms,
but they do not determine what those reforms
will be. One cannot read off either individual
models or individual measures (instruments) from
economic trends.

Most countries showed quite strong real GDP
growth from 1995 onwards (Table A.1). This long
boom (already punctuated by a few minor down-
turns) faltered (compare the 2005 figures with
those for 2000) and then collapsed with the 2008
global economic crisis (now compare the 2014
figures—after five years of austerity—with the
2000 figures). In 2014 Finland and Italy suffered
negative growth, and Belgium and the Netherlands
had positive but very low growth. However, other
parts of the world seemed to have bounced back
more successfully than the eurozone (Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, the UK).

Figure A.1 shows the impact of the global eco-
nomic crisis perhaps more clearly than Table A.1.
In every case except Germany average growth over
2012–14 is markedly lower than average growth
over 2002–4. Usually lower growth means lower
taxation receipts, lower feasible expenditure, and
therefore resource restrictions on major public

services. In some countries (Finland, Sweden) the
discrepancy between the two periods is particularly
marked.

It should not be forgotten that, by global stand-
ards, all twelve countries studied in this volume are
rich. However, there are considerable differences
within this rich countries’ club. All other things
being equal (which is a big assumption) a super-
rich country such as the USA or Germany will have
more room for manoeuvre, in both public and pri-
vate spheres, than a significantly less rich country
such asNew Zealand. There ismore ‘fat on the bone’.

Next, Table A.2 shows foreign value-added as a
share of gross exports. This measures the extent to
which a country’s exports already contain value
added by other ‘upstream’ countries, i.e. the extent
to which exports already contain imports. What is
clear from Table A.2 is that in virtually all countries
this foreign value-added element has risen between
1995 and 2011. It illustrates, therefore, the growth
of ‘global value chains’. Obviously, however,
exports are not the only factor in global inter-
dependence. Equally important has been the glo-
balization of capital and investment markets. This
can also have effects on public management
reform. One has only to consider, for example,
the catastrophic effects of international invest-
ments on the British or Irish banks during the
2008 global economic crisis, and the knock-on
impacts on public spending in those countries.

Table A.1 Real GDP growth, 1980–2014

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2014

Australia 3.4 4.1 �0.4 3.9 1.9 3.0 2.4 2.3

Belgium 4.4* 1.7* 3.1* 2.4 3.6 2.1 2.7 1.3

Canada 2.2* 4.7 0.2 2.7 5.2 3.2 3.1 2.5

Finland 5.4 3.5 0.7 4.2 5.6 2.8 3.0 �0.7

France 1.6 1.6 2.9 2.1 3.9 1.6 2.0 0.2

Germany 1.4* 2.3* 5.3* 1.7 3.0 0.7 4.1 1.6

Italy 3.4* 2.8* 2.0* 2.9 3.7 0.9 1.7 �0.3

Netherlands 1.3* 2.6* 4.2* 3.1 4.2 2.2 1.4 1.0

New
Zealand

1.3 1.6 0.1 4.6 2.8 3.4 1.4 3.6

Sweden 1.7* 2.2* 0.8* 4.0 4.7 2.8 6.0 2.3

UK �2.2 4.1 0.6 2.5 3.8 3.0 1.5 2.9

USA �0.2 4.2 1.9 2.7 4.1 3.3 2.5 2.4

Source: OECD national accounts statistics database <http://stats.oecd.org/>, accessed
29 July 2016.
* Estimation
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The figures for general government expenditure
(Table A.3) confirm the broad comparative picture
developed earlier in the book. There are relatively
generous Nordic countries (usually over 50 per
cent) and relatively parsimonious Anglo-Saxon
countries (Australia and the USA, usually below
40 per cent, New Zealand and the UK, usually just
above). The continental governments emerge as
‘big-state’ countries, with Belgium and France usu-
ally over 50 per cent and Italy and the Netherlands

usually high in the 40s. However, the general trend
is downwards during the period of growth between
1995 and 2005, although this is, of course, a drop
in proportion, and says nothing about absolute
levels of spending (if the absolute level remains
the same and the economy grows quickly, then
the proportion will obviously fall).

What may at first seem surprising is that in
most countries government spending/GDP shares
have gone up in the period of austerity since the

Table A.2 Foreign value-added as a share of gross exports

1995 2000 2005 2010 2011

Australia 12.1 15.9 12.2 13.0 14.1

Belgium 31.0 34.4 31.3 30.9 34.5

Canada 24.4 27.0 23.5 23.4 23.5

Finland 24.2 30.6 31.8 31.8 34.7

France 17.3 22.8 23.4 23.7 25.1

Germany 14.9 20.2 21.3 23.3 25.5

Italy 17.2 20.0 22.0 25.0 26.5

Netherlands 23.2 22.5 18.6 19.4 20.1

New Zealand 16.9 22.2 15.6 16.1 16.7

Sweden 26.3 29.2 29.1 28.9 29.2

United Kingdom 18.3 18.1 17.1 21.1 23.1

United States 11.5 12.6 13.1 13.4 15.0

Source: OECD (2015, p. 72)
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global economic crisis, not down. But actually
that is exactly the effect we identified earlier
in the book. The economic crash meant
(a) many governments spent huge amounts
bailing out banks and corporations, (b) meanwhile

tax revenues fell, and (c) with ageing populations
and higher levels of unemployment, major public
spending programmes on pensions, healthcare,
and social benefits continued to rise. That is pre-
cisely why so many governments chose austerity

Table A.4 General government debt 2002–14, excluding unfunded pension
liabilities (% of GDP)

2002 2005 2008 2011 2014

Australia 23.9 21.0 20.7 33.1 40.7

Belgium 118.0 107.6 100.8 109.8 129.3

Canada 84.8 75.8 74.7 93.1 94.6

Finland 48.2 46.5 38.3 57.5 71.0

France 74.6 81.7 81.5 100.7 119.2

Germany 61.3 70.3 68.1 83.5 82.2

Italy 116.9 117.4 112.9 117.8 156.2

Netherlands 56.9 57.1 61.0 71.6 81.0

New Zealand – – – – –

Sweden 57.7 56.9 44.0 45.1 53.8

United Kingdom 46.0 50.8 61.7 101.5 113.6

United States 55.3 64.3 71.7 97.6 103.4

Source: OECD (2016); National accounts at a glance, general government debt (indicator),
<http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/data/oecd-national-accounts-statistics_na-data-
en>, accessed 29 July 2016.

Table A.3 General government expenditures as a percentage of GDP

1995 2000 2005 2010 2014 or latest available year

Australia 38.2 – – – –

Belgium 52.1 48.6 50.8 52.4 54.8

Canada 48.5 – – – –

Finland 61.4 48.0 49.3 54.8 57.6

France 54.4 51.1 52.9 56.4 57.0

Germany 54.8 44.6 46.0 47.1 44.1

Italy 52.5 45.5 47.1 49.9 50.9

Netherlands 56.4 41.8 42.3 48.2 46.2

New Zealand 42.2 – – – –

Sweden 65.3 53.6 52.7 52.0 53.4

United Kingdom 44.1 37.8 42.7 48.7 45.0

United States 37.1 33.7 36.4 42.6 39.0

Source: 1995 data from OECD factbook 2010. 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2014 data adapted
from OECD (2016)
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policies, in order to ‘balance the books’. If we
compare the 2010 figures with the 2014 (or near-
est year) figures, we can see that the first four years
of austerity had not yet made a dramatic differ-
ence. And writing in 2016, that remains broadly
the case. ‘Balancing the books’ by cutbacks seems
to be a slow (and painful) business. Rapid eco-
nomic growth would probably improve matters
much more quickly, but most countries have
also had low growth (see Figure A.1). Finally, we
should note that there are some problems with
the comparability of these numbers, primarily
because different countries classify the govern-
ment sector somewhat differently (e.g. are hos-
pitals, or schools, in or out of it; what constitutes a
publicly owned company? See OECD, 2016,
p. 180).

Nowwemove on to government debt (TableA.4).
The figures here again showvery clearly the effects of
the 2008 global economic crisis.With the sole excep-
tion of Germany, all the percentages grow from2008
to 2011, and then again to 2014. Some of these
increases are very large (Australia from 20.7 per cent
in 2008 to 40.7 per cent in 2014; Finland from 38.3
per cent to 71.0 per cent; the UK from 61.7 per cent
to 113.6 per cent). It should also be noted that in
every single case the percentage has grown if we
move the point of comparison further back—
comparing 2014 with 2002. Unfunded pension
liabilities (e.g. the teachers’ pension scheme in the
UK, where teachers are paid pensions by the govern-
ment but there is no fund) are excluded from these
particular figures because the treatment of such
liabilities under different systems of national
accounting varies considerably, thus making inter-
national comparisons problematic.

A.3 Key socio-demographic indicators

The need to restrain public expenditure (and
thereby hold down rates of taxation) has featured
frequently throughout the book. Most of the lar-
gest elements of expenditure within the twelve
public sectors under examination are strongly
influenced by socio-demographic factors. Typically
pensions, healthcare, and education are the largest
spending programmes. Unemployment benefits
tend to be much smaller in volume, but have
attracted a great deal of public attention, especially
as the nature of both employment and unemploy-
ment has been changing since 1980, as compared
with the 1950s and 1960s. Part-time employment
has grown almost everywhere (although at different

rates in different countries) and there has been a
shift in employment away from younger people
and from older men.

Among our twelve countries welfare states vary
hugely, not simply in terms of the shares of
expenditure they absorb but also in terms of their
basic structures and procedures. However, all, to a
significant degree, have both fiscal and social prob-
lems to face. Expert studies sometimes classify wel-
fare states into a Scandinavian model, an American
model, and a continental European model. The
Scandinavian model is relatively generous, and
places emphasis on the provision of social services
as well as on cash payments. The American model
is relatively parsimonious, leaving a wider range of
service provision to the private sector than is the
case in its Scandinavian counterpart. There is also a
political willingness to tolerate more extreme
inequalities in income distribution and therefore,
in both the USA and the UK cases, the continuing
existence of substantial pockets of deep poverty.
The continental model is considerably more ‘gen-
erous’ than the American, but less service-oriented
(and therefore less employment-intensive) than
the Scandinavian model. The emphasis is on cash
transfers. If you look back to Chapter 5, Table 5.5
gives an aggregate picture of social expenditure in
our twelve countries. Notice that in every country
it has grown in importance between 1980 and
2014. In 2014 the proportion was highest in Bel-
gium (30.7 per cent), Finland (30.1 per cent), and
France (31.9 per cent). It was lowest in Australia (19
per cent), Canada (17 per cent), and the USA (19.2
per cent). However, in every country except Ger-
many and Sweden the percentage rose with the
2008 global economic crisis and the ensuing auster-
ity (compare the 2005 column with the 2014 col-
umn). It is also noticeable that some countries have
been far more successful at restraining the rate of
increase than others. Finland and France, for
example, have seen the percentage of GDP repre-
sented by social expenditure grow and grow. Swe-
den (originally a very high spender) has been
remarkably successful at holding down the percent-
age, as has Germany. Differences of 10 per cent or
more of GDP between the biggest social spenders
and the smallest are huge differences which, all
things being equal, would get even bigger as the
population ages and unemployment rises.

The different models are also financed in differ-
ent ways. All use some combination of general
taxes, payroll taxes, and mandatory insurance,
the exact balance between these different forms

APPENDIX A: THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT 233



varying a good deal. As a basis for welfare expend-
iture, payroll taxes are particularly vulnerable in a
globalized economy because they add directly to
the cost of labour and, when employment falls,
revenue shrinks more rapidly than it would from,
say, a tax on consumption or even a general tax
on incomes.

Returning to the socio-demographic particulars,
pensions are obviously affected by the age structure
of the population. Ceteris paribus, the higher the
proportion of the population which is retired, the
higher public pension expenditure will have to be,
and the smaller the proportion of the population
which is in work and therefore capable of making
some contribution to this expenditure through cur-
rent taxation. In practice, matters are rather more
complicated than this, for a variety of reasons. For
example, in different countries different proportions
of the retired population are covered by private pen-
sion schemes, and the adequacy of these schemes
also varies. Also, many older people may still be
active participants in the labour market, and vari-
ations in the extent to which this takes place can
also influence the ‘need’ for state pensions (e.g. for
many years proportionately more people have ‘fully
retired’—living exclusively on their pensions—in
Sweden than in the USA). Further, it is the case
that pensionable age varies from country to country
(and since the mid-1980s there has been a trend
towards shifting the age of entitlement upwards, so
as to moderate demands on public expenditure, and

this has accelerated recently since the advent of
austerity—see OECD, 2013, p. 9). All these vari-
ations are important, but underneath them net
changes in the elderly population remain a signifi-
cant ‘driver’. In all twelve countries the percentage
of elderly persons in the population as a whole has
been increasing, but at different rates and over
slightly different time periods. Table A.5 gives some
information about this.

From Table A.5 it can be seen, for example,
that in 2010 Germany and Sweden had the high-
est percentages of over-65s. For all twelve coun-
tries, the share of ‘dependent elderly’ has already
been increasing and will increase even more in
the period up to 2050. The period 2011 to 2020
is a time of particularly rapid expansion of the
elderly population, as the post-Second World
War ‘baby boom’ retires. This is putting very
considerable pressures on the welfare state, and
we can expect to see many more reforms in this
sector. However, the size of the longer-term fore-
cast increases (up to 2050) vary a good deal from
country to country. Belgium, Finland, Germany,
and Italy will end up with a very high proportion
of over-65s—as much as a third of the total
population in the case of Italy. In the Nether-
lands, Sweden, and the USA, by contrast, this
group is predicted to form between 20 and 23
per cent of the total population.

As discussed in Section 8.5, the relative size
of the elderly population is very important for

Table A.5 Population aged 65 and over as a percentage of the total population

Country 2000 2005 2010 2020 2050

Australia 12.4 12.9 14.3 18.3 25.7

Belgium 16.8 17.2 17.6 20.7 27.7

Canada 12.6 13.1 14.1 18.2 26.3

Finland 14.9 15.9 17.3 22.8 27.6

France 16.1 16.4 16.7 20.3 26.2

Germany 16.4 18.9 20.4 22.7 31.5

Italy 18.3 19.6 20.5 23.3 33.6

Netherlands 13.6 14.2 15.5 19.8 23.5

New Zealand 11.8 12.0 13.3 17.1 26.2

Sweden 17.3 17.3 18.5 21.2 23.6

UK 15.8 16.0 16.5 19.0 24.1

USA 12.4 12.4 13.0 16.1 20.2

Source: OECD (2010a)
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health-care spending. For example, in the UK it
was calculated that, in 1990, the average gross per
capita expenditure for hospital and community
health services for 16–44 year olds was £115. The
equivalent annual expenditure per person aged 85
plus was £1,875. Between 1971 and 1990 the popu-
lation of people aged 85 and over had risen from
485,000 to 866,000 (Harrison and Pollitt, 1994,
pp. 19–21) and it has soared since then.

Of course, there is no assumption that each coun-
try is equally generous in its social expenditures, or
that there is some uniform balance between expend-
itures on different social groups. Some countries
seem to emphasize the needs of the elderly, others
the needs of, say, the young or the unemployed.

Another aspect of ageing populations—and one
of particular relevance for this book—is the effect
on the staffing of public services. Since 2010 there
has been a wave of retirement that will leave some
public agencies with only a very thin layer of
experience at the top. According to the OECD:

Maintaining the government’s capacity to deliver the
same level and quality of services remains a complex
issue. Significant staff departures create an opportunity
to bring staff with new skills into government, downsize
the workforce where needed, decrease staff costs . . . and
re-allocate human resources across sectors. However,
this can lead to loss of capacity and the need to post-
pone the retirement of some key staff. In addition, given
the large share of government employment in many
OECD member countries, these high replacement
needs could risk pre-empting the private sector’s access
to new labour market entrants. (OECD, 2009b, p. 72)

To illustrate the scale of the problem we can note
that in 2005 Canada, Finland, France, Sweden, and
the USA each had more than 30 per cent of their
central government staff over the age of fifty. For
Australia, Germany, the Netherlands, and the
UK this figure was between 20 and 30 per cent
(data were not available for Belgium, Italy, or
New Zealand—OECD, 2009b, pp. 72–3).

There isa rangeofother socialdevelopmentswhich
can affect social and economic policies, apart from
changes in the proportion of elderly persons. One of
themis the levelof income inequality,whichseems to
be connected to awide range of social problems.High
levels of inequality seem to be associated with greater
problems of, inter alia, violent crime, drug use, impris-
onment, mental health, obesity, teenage births, and
educational performance (Wilkinson and Pickett,
2010). Even in otherwise wealthy societies, pockets
of poverty also tend to become pockets of crime,
health problems, and low educational attainment—
and each of these obviously has significant implica-
tions for the public services. Figure A.2 shows levels of
income inequalities in our twelve countries.

Clearly there are significant differences here. The
USA is the most unequal country on these meas-
ures, and Finland the least unequal. Italy, New Zea-
land, and the UK are also fairly unequal. Since the
mid-1980s inequality has risen in all our countries
except (marginally) the Netherlands. It seems
unlikely that the effects of the 2008 global eco-
nomic crisis will do much to lessen inequalities,
and possibly quite the contrary. As we have seen
in many countries, austerity tends to highlight the
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gap between the plight of the poor and ‘left behind’
and the ‘fat cats’. A final but important point is that
all these data refer to income inequalities, not
inequalities of wealth. The latter, in most cases,
are even greater than the inequalities of income.

Another salient social factor is that we live in a
period of considerable international migration, for
economic, political, and other reasons. This move-
ment of persons brings a range of individual and
collective benefits, but can also lead to political,
economic, and cultural tensions—as has been viv-
idly illustrated during 2015 and 2016 by the large
numbers of refugees arriving in Europe from the
strife, droughts, and famines of the Middle East
and North Africa. The presence of a substantial
body of immigrants in a country presents the gov-
ernment of that state with various challenges—first
of all, what citizen rights to extend to them, and
then a whole range of questions concerning how to
‘tune’ public services to deal with a multilingual,
multicultural community. Table A.6 shows that
some of our twelve countries (Australia, Canada,
New Zealand) contain large percentages of
foreign-born residents, while others have only pro-
portionately small groups (especially Finland). (En
passant, it should be noted that foreign-born resi-
dents may not be foreigners, because they may
have taken the nationality of their new country of
residence. How quickly and easily they can do that
depends on the local laws and procedures, which
vary considerably among our twelve countries.) In

all the eleven cases where the OECD has data there
appears to have been a substantial increase in the
foreign-born population over the period covered.
In one case (Italy) there is no longitudinal infor-
mation. Collecting information about foreign-
born residents can be a sensitive political and
legal issue, and some governments do not do it or
only do it very occasionally. The general trend,
aided by economic liberalization, has been for
greater international movement. But we have also
seen rising political concerns about ‘how much is
enough’, as well as fears about the risk of allowing
terrorists to cross borders in order to carry out
attacks. These concerns have achieved great
media salience since 2014, both in western Europe
and the USA.

Our penultimate example of a social influence
on public management reform is that of techno-
logical change (see discussion in Section 8.5).
Technological change may not at first sound like
a social process, but in the relevant literatures it is
widely acknowledged that it is—being dependent
on attitudes, institutional structures, the prioritiza-
tion of resources, and many other social and eco-
nomic factors (Pollitt, 2012). The effects of
technological change on public services, however,
can hardly be doubted. Consider how police work
has been transformed by DNA analysis and other
new diagnostic techniques, automatic number
plate recognition, CCTV cameras, new non-lethal
weaponry, the use of drones, and so on. Such

Table A.6 Foreign-born population as a percentage of the total population

1995 2000 2005 2010 2013

Australia 23.0 23.0 24.1 26.6 27.6

Belgium 9.7 10.3 12.1 14.9 15.5

Canada 17.2 17.4 18.7 19.9 20.0

Finland 2.0 2.6 3.4 4.6 5.6

France – 10.1 11.3 11.7 –

Germany 11.5 12.5 12.6 13.0 12.8

Italy – – – 8.9 –

Netherlands 9.1 10.1 10.6 11.2 11.6

New Zealand – 17.2 20.3 27.3 28.2

Sweden 10.5 11.3 12.5 14.8 16.0

United Kingdom 6.9 7.9 9.2 11.2 12.3

United States 9.3 11.0 12.1 12.9 13.1

Source: Adapted from OECD (2016, p. 21)
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pervasive changes are not by any means confined
to the police. We can also see them, inter alia, in
healthcare, population registration, urban devel-
opment, and indeed in the whole way in which
citizens interact with public authorities (now
often via the Internet rather than any face-to-face
contact—Pollitt, 2012). There is no reason to sup-
pose that the high rates of technological change we
have witnessed since 1980 will suddenly cease in
the near future. Predicting the precise nature of
that change is, of course, extremely hazardous,
but it would be remiss of us to write a chapter on
the socio-economic context of public management
reform without at least mentioning such matters.

Finally, it may be worthwhile to remind our-
selves that sheer size matters, and that we are deal-
ing with very differently sized countries in respect
of population. These range from quite small and
fairly socially homogeneous countries like Finland
(5.5 million) and New Zealand (4.5 million) to
large countries with very substantial foreign-born
populations, such as the USA (319 million) and
Germany (81 million). Table A.7 shows estimated
total populations in 2014.

Of course this is just a snapshot, and it is also
interesting to see what the rates of change are. Such
changes consist both of the growth (or contrac-
tion) of the resident population and the effects of
positive of negative net migration. In Figure A.3 we

see that, averaging the period 2012–14, Australia,
Canada, and New Zealand have rather high rates of
growth, while Germany and the Netherlands are
quite low. Australia, Canada, and New Zealand all
enjoyed quite high levels of net immigration. We
should note, however, that migration figures can
alter quite quickly, depending on the flows of emi-
grants from other parts of the world, the perceived
attractiveness of a country for economic migrants
and asylum seekers alike, and the tightness of that
country’s immigration laws.

We conclude with a factor which is important
but somewhat difficult to classify within our model
of public management reform (see Figure 2.1). This
is climate change, which we referred to in
Section 8.5. The underlying processes of climate
change, one might say, are purely matters of phys-
ics and chemistry—increasing proportions of CO2

in the atmosphere, increasing volatility of weather
patterns, rising sea levels, and so on. Yet those pro-
cesses are themselves firmly rooted in social and
economic trends—rapidly growing economies in
Asia, increased use of fossil fuels, limited attention
to sustainable forms of agriculture, energy gen-
eration, and transport. Climate change is largely
a man-made phenomenon. And the results of
climate change often manifest themselves squarely
within box I of Figure 2.1—as chance events and
disasters. The list of these is long, and includes

Table A.7 Population levels (resident nationals plus resident aliens), 2014

Population level, 2014 (millions)

Australia 23.491

Belgium 11.227

Canada 35.540

Finland 5.472

France 64.062

Germany 80.896

Italy 60.448

Netherlands 16.804*

New Zealand 4.510

Sweden 9.609*

United Kingdom 63.650

United States 318.857

* Indicates population number for 2013 rather than 2014
Source: Adapted from OECD (2016, p. 13)
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Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy (USA, 2005 and
2012), 15,000 excess deaths in the Greater Paris
area during the 2003 August heatwave, and wide-
spread flooding and storm damage across the UK
during the winter of 2014 and then again in 2015/
16. None of these events can be attributed to
climate change with certainty, but the overall pat-
tern of an increase in extreme weather very prob-
ably can (Pollitt, 2015b). And these individual
events are most definitely already having import-
ant political and administrative impacts (see,
e.g., for Hurricane Katrina, Kettl, 2016, pp. 88–9).
The implications of this huge challenge for public
services are almost endless, including better inter-
national coordination, better multi-level govern-
ment within individual countries, new priorities for
public investment, reorganizations of emergency
services, new building and planning regulations,
and extended monitoring systems.

Thus we can be almost certain that these ‘large
forces’ (Roberts, 2014) and ‘megatrends’ (Pollitt,
2016b) will have substantial and wide-reaching
effects on public sectors, even if we can only make
rather fragile forecasts of what these will be, and
when they will occur. The socio-economic context

(economic growth, population ageing, immigration
and emigration, technological change)will continue
extensively to shape the pattern of public services
and the resources available for their operation, as
they have done in the past. The economically and
socially generated phenomenon of climate change
will continue to impact on public policies and their
implementation, partly through the route of high-
profile disasters, property damage, and economic
losses, but also through a variety of other, less dra-
matic channels. One thing we can be confident of
is that these forces will continue to affect our
twelve countries differentially. Even climate change,
although in one sense a global phenomenon, is pre-
dicted to cause greater damage in Mediterranean
Europe (droughts, heatwaves, new diseases and
parasites) than in theNordic region (where countries
may even benefit from slightly longer growing sea-
sons). Appendix A therefore reinforces a message
which has been sounded at various points through-
out this book: one cannot hope to understand
public management reform exclusively by studying
the models and techniques of management
themselves—important though these are. Contexts
matter—sometime a great deal (Pollitt, 2013a).

–0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

G
ER

M
AN

Y

N
ETH

ER
LA

N
D
S

IT
ALY

FR
AN

C
E

FIN
LA

N
D

BELG
IU

M

G
R
EAT B

R
IT

AIN
U
SA

SW
ED

EN

N
EW

 Z
EALA

N
D

C
AN

AD
A

AU
STR

ALI
A

3-year average at end of period 2012–14 or latest available period 3-year average at beginning of period 2002–04

Figure A.3 Population growth rates: average annual growth in percentages

Source: adapted from OECD (2016). OECD Factbook 2015-2016. Economic, environmental and social statistics. Paris,
OECD, p13.

238 APPENDIX A: THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT



■ APPEND IX B

Country Files and Tables of Events

AUSTRALIA

A. Socio-economic forces: general

Australia is a very large country, with a relatively
modest population of 23.4 million (2014). For
key economic and socio-demographic data, see
Appendix A.

B. Global economic forces

Like New Zealand, Australia relinquished most of
its protectionist policies of the 1950–75 period as
no longer viable. Unsurprisingly, therefore, com-
petitiveness has become a major issue for govern-
ments of all political colours. However, foreign
value-added represents the lowest proportion of
exports of any of our twelve countries—probably
because a high proportion of Australian exports are
its own plentiful mineral resources (see Table A.2).

C. Socio-demographic change

Two features of the 1970s and 1980s which tended
to dilute the previous assumptions of Australia as
an overwhelmingly white, postcolonial society
were, first, an influx of Asian immigrants and, sec-
ond, an increasingly strong demand for political
(including territorial) rights by the Aboriginal
peoples. By the early twenty-first century immigra-
tion was a major political issue, with the Howard
government attempting to make political capital
out of its tough stance with respect to asylum
seekers and refugees. However, the pressures of an
ageing society have thus far been somewhat less
than those experienced by some western European
states (around the middle of the table of our twelve
countries in 2010—see Table A.5). Even so, the
passing into retirement of the ‘baby boomer’ gen-
eration is currently imposing considerable strain
on the Australian Public Service (see Australian
Public Service Commission, 2004).

D. National socio-economic policies

Australia and New Zealand were both obliged,
during the 1980s, to move away from previous
protectionist policies which had involved a high
degree of state regulation and intervention in
the economy. ‘Increasingly both countries turned
to the private sector and the use of market prin-
ciples within the public sector, which have
been linked to broader programmes of economic
reform’ (Halligan, 1997, p. 17). Also like New Zea-
land, one component in the shift of economic
strategy was a recognition that a higher propor-
tion of both imports and exports was now from/
to Asia, rather than Europe (Castles et al., 1996,
pp. 24–6).

The Hawke Labor government increased public
spending as a percentage of GDP. However, the
terms of trade deteriorated sharply in 1985/6, and
the second half of the 1980s witnessed an intensi-
fied effort at expenditure reduction. This, in turn,
focused efforts to increase public sector efficiency
and streamline government. By the mid-1990s the
Australian economy was performing better, and
has generally recorded an above-OECD average rec-
ord for a number of years.

It might be said that the transition to new
macroeconomic and microeconomic policies was
both sharper and more painful in New Zealand
than Australia. During the 1985–92 period Austra-
lia enjoyed much better economic growth and
employment growth than New Zealand (Castles
et al., 1996). Microeconomic reforms were medi-
ated through corporatist negotiations with the
Australian trade unions, whereas the New Zealand
reforms had a more ‘imposed’ quality.

The effects of the 2008 global economic crisis
were somewhat muted by a healthy surplus and
the continuing Chinese demand for resources.
Nevertheless, the government had to act to contain



an emerging deficit. It tried to stimulate the econ-
omy through infrastructural funding, but much of
this was poorly implemented.

Australia was considered as ‘the wonder from
down under’ in the post-financial crisis global
economy, as it was one of few industrialized
nations that did not suffer significantly from
the financial crisis, enjoying continued growth.
Despite this, subsequent governments insisted on
austerity measures to achieve fiscal discipline, des-
pite the absence of a fiscal emergency (O’Donnel
et al., 2015).

Gillard’s Labor government announced auster-
ity measures such as limits to unemployment bene-
fits for young people, changes to the health rebate
system for higher earners, and cuts to defence
spending to achieve a budget surplus by 2012–13.
Abbott’s government imposed an ‘efficiency divi-
dend’ to limit spending, as well as reductions in
spending by reducing the size of public adminis-
tration by outsourcing and privatizing government
functions, curtailing public sector wage rises, and
longer working hours (O’Donnel et al., 2015). In
the summer of 2016, Prime Minister Turnbull
announced that he would seek opposition support
for an ‘omnibus bill’ which pulled together all of
the coalitions’ cutback measures and tax cuts.
Again, the stated intention of these austerity meas-
ures was to reduce the Australian budget deficit by
‘billions of dollars’.

E. The political system

Australia is a federal state, in which the state level is
strong and, indeed, served as a ‘laboratory’ for
some of the public management reforms which
were subsequently introduced at the federal (Com-
monwealth) level (Halligan and Power, 1992).

At the Commonwealth (central) level Australia
has a bicameral legislature, with the upper house
being directly elected, and quite well endowed
with legislative powers. The Senate has a strong
committee system and capacity (often mediated
through minority-party senators) to block legisla-
tion. The electoral system is majoritarian, being
based on an alternative vote procedure where
voters are asked to indicate their first, second,
third (etc.) preferences among candidates, and the
preferences of those who voted for the candidate
with the lowest number of first preferences are
redistributed until one candidate emerges with an
absolute majority of first preferences. Govern-
ments are usually dominated by a single party,

either the Australian Labor Party, as between 1983
and 1992, or Liberal-National coalitions (as for the
whole of the period from 1950 to 1972, and again
from 1996 to 2007). The dominant style of politics
is adversarial (Australia is famous for the boister-
ousness of its political exchanges).

F. New management ideas

Australia was exposed to the same tide of rational-
choice microeconomic thinking as other Western
states, but does not seem to have been as directly
and powerfully influenced by this as was New Zea-
land (Castles et al., 1996)—or, at least, not until the
Howard-led National government of the mid-
1990s. Australia was also within the global reach
of the parallel wave of generic managerialist ideas
such as TQM, benchmarking, re-engineering, and
so on. In this case the concept of a distinctive public
service seems to have been strong enough to dilute
the impact of such generic concepts and their asso-
ciated techniques somewhat more than in either
New Zealand or the UK. Nevertheless, both rational
choice and generic managerialism certainly
exerted an influence, during the 1980s—as in the
UK and the USA, right-wing think tanks began to
play prominent roles in debates about government
and public affairs (Zifcak, 1994, p. 19). However,
their ultimate impacts on the central government
machine were less than sweeping (Halligan
and Power, 1992, chapter 5). By the late 1990s,
however, the Howard government was strongly
advocating a familiar mix of downsizing and out-
sourcing in order to concentrate on ‘core activities’,
more flexible and decentralized labour relations
within the public service, stronger and more entre-
preneurial public service leadership, and continu-
ous benchmarking for performance improvement.
Public–private partnerships (PPPs) became a lead-
ing idea, and outsourcing was accompanied by a
restructuring of the Australian framework of regu-
latory institutions (Steane, 2008). The Labor gov-
ernment which came to power in 2007 continued
to favour partnership, but gave greater emphasis to
(a) technologically facilitated integration of ser-
vices across the federal government but also with
other levels of government, and (b) a strengthened
central capability for leading and managing the
Australian Public Service (APS), ‘ensuring greater
consistency for a united APS’ (Advisory Group on
Reform of Australian Government Administration,
2010, p. x). The idea of delivering public services in
collaboration with businesses and non-profits has
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continued to find prominence since the 2008 glo-
bal economic crisis, and has led some scholars to
refer to the NPG model (Dickinson, 2016).

G. Pressure from citizens

As with most other countries, there is no evidence
of popular opinion demanding some specific and
particular programme of management reform. Like
elsewhere, however, some effect was probably felt
from the public’s unwillingness to continue put-
ting up with poor service or bureaucratic obstruc-
tions. The Howard government (1996–2007)
sometimes played on negative images of the public
service to support its neo-conservative policies.
A report of 2009 claimed that a better-educated
and informed citizenry was a major source of pres-
sure for high-quality and individually responsive
public services (Advisory Group on Reform of
Australian Government Administration, 2009,
pp. 6–7).

H. Party political ideas

By the time Labor came to power in 1983 there was
a growing consensus that the public service elite
had become too much of a ‘law unto themselves’,
and there was an appetite for a reassertion of polit-
ical direction. This generalized sense that the pub-
lic service required reform was clearly illustrated in
the incoming government’s white paper on the
public service (Commonwealth, 1983) and the
1984 Public Service Reform Act.

When Labor’s run of office finally came to an
end in 1996, their National Party successors
brought with them an at least equal suspicion of
self-interested behaviour by the public service,
combined with a stronger enthusiasm for privat-
ization and the institution of market-typemechan-
isms within the public sector. As a departmental
secretary in the Howard administration put it in
1997: ‘It is important that the APS takes what prac-
tices and experiences it usefully can from the pri-
vate sector.’ The 2007 victory of the Labor party
brought back a less anti-civil service attitude, but
also continued the later Howard period’s tendency
to want to increase ministerial (central) control of
policy implementation.

I. Chance events

None of great significance for public management
reform. However, the ‘children overboard’ incident

during the 2001 general election became very con-
troversial, and led to a number of subsequent
inquiries and commentaries, most of which sug-
gested that decision-making and record-keeping
practices at high levels had become both highly
informal and rather slack (e.g. Weller, 2002, p. 89).

J. Elite decision-making

From 1983 onwards there was a consistent desire
by the Labor governments (1983–96) and their
National successors to assert full political control
over the APS (Halligan, 2002). During the 1980s
‘Managerialism offered both a new approach for
directing the public service and a rationalisation
for exerting greater political control’ (Halligan,
1996b, p. 77). On the other hand, while the Labor
politicians knew the direction in which they
wanted to travel, they were not devotees of one
particular model of reform: ‘Australia has followed
a more pragmatic mixture of principles and prac-
tice in contrast to the theory-driven reform in New
Zealand’ (Halligan, 1996b, p. 79). The long period
in office after 1983 meant that Labor politicians
were able to build up confidence and knowledge
in their reform efforts. Important new reforms
were launched in 1987, after ministers had some
opportunity to observe what worked and what
didn’t in Canberra.

The Howard government, from 1996, was per-
haps more ‘pure’ in its doctrines, and vigorously
espoused the neo-conservative ideas of downsiz-
ing, contracting out, and privatizing. However, it
claimed to stick to the principle of an apolitical
public service, albeit one with much less of a mon-
opoly of policy advice than formerly (Halligan,
2002). Despite this, controversies arose about
senior appointments and the removal of a number
of senior officials from their positions. From 2008
the Rudd government said that it would avoid this
kind of behaviour, and would seek to embrace
evidence-based policymaking (Rudd, 2008). How-
ever, it was hard to seemuch evidence of this in the
Rudd or succeeding administrations.

K. The administrative system

At the beginning of our period (1980) the Austra-
lian Public Service remained in the classic ‘West-
minster’ mode—separate political and mandarin
careers, a strictly party-politically neutral, perman-
ent career service, a nearmonopoly of policy advice
to ministers, a strongly hierarchical structure, with
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high levels of unionization. This ‘Westminster
model’ was extensively changed during the two fol-
lowing decades. Tenure became less secure; the pres-
ence of partisan advisers within the system was
much more extensive; levels of unionization—and
the role of the unions—were reduced; user-charging,
quasi or actual contracts, and outsourcing have
extensively replaced administrative hierarchies. The
size of the APS declined through most of the last
twenty years, falling especially steeply between
1994 and 1999 (from more than 160,000 to fewer
than 120,000—Advisory Group on Reform of
Australian Government Administration, 2009, p. 2).
It grew after 2005, prettymuch regaining its absolute
1994 level by 2008. However, because the Australian
labour force as awhole had grownduring this period,
the 2008 APS represented only 1.5 per cent of the
total workforce, as compared with 1.8 per cent in
1994. After the global economic crisis, budget and
staff reductions again became the order of the day.

Furthermore, the Howard government pushed
through a good deal of privatization and contract-
ing out of services. PPPs were favoured for mainly
previously purely public tasks. For the civil service
this meant a greater emphasis on skills connected
with contracting, quality monitoring, and general
regulation—i.e. ‘arm’s-length’ rather than ‘hands-
on’ activities.

L. Contents of the reform package

In 1983 the first priority of the new Labor govern-
ment was ‘to re-establish ministerial control and
greater responsiveness to government policies and
priorities’ (Halligan, 1997, p. 31). This meant
reform of the Australian public service so as to
shift the balance of power between bureaucrats
and politicians in favour of the latter. Actions
included a number of components which were
designed to reduce the permanency of public ser-
vants, diversify sources of policy advice to minis-
ters, and increase bothmanagerial competence and
the responsiveness of public servants to the gov-
ernment’s political priorities. A central vehicle for
this was the creation of a Senior Executive Service
(SES) as part of the 1984 Public Service Reform Act.
The effects of this were not particularly radical to
begin with, but when combined with the 1987
restructuring led to muchmore mobility and diver-
sity in the upper reaches of the service.

The key developments during the long Labor
term of office from 1983 to 1996 included the
following:

• 1983: launch of the Financial Management
Improvement Program (FMIP), including strong
elements of corporate management and pro-
gramme budgeting, plus mandatory evaluation
to ‘close the loop’ for a new system of results-
oriented management (see Zifcak, 1994).

• 1984: Public Service Reform Act—creation of an
SES. One aim was to make recruitment to senior
public service appointments more open and
competitive.

• 1987: Major restructuring of central depart-
ments. Twenty-eight portfolio ministries were
merged to produce sixteen large departments.
In particular, ‘mega’ departments emerged with
responsibility for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Edu-
cation, Employment and Training, and Trans-
port and Communications. These changes
forced a considerable reshuffling of senior posts.
A Department of Administrative Services (DAS)
was formed, which subsequently became associ-
ated with a strong drive to increase competition.
Greater emphasis was also placed on creating a
tighter regime for the Government Business
Enterprises (GBEs)—the growing number of pub-
lic sector units and activities which had been
‘corporatized’. (Subsequently many of these
were privatized.)

• Late 1980s: beginnings of a sequence of signifi-
cant sales of public sector assets, for example,
Defence Service Homes Corporation (1988–90),
the airline Qantas (1992–5) and Common-
wealth Bank (1994) (for more detail, see
Halligan, 1996b, p. 34).

• 1993: Publication of the Hilmer Report, National
Competition Policy, recommendations from
which were subsequently embodied in an inter-
governmental agreement to seek competitive
neutrality (a ‘level playing field’) between public
and private sectors.

The Howard administration from 1996 continued
and intensified the processes of privatization and
contracting out. Other key developments included
the 1999 Public Service Act, which significantly
‘deprivileged’ the senior public service, although
it did include a statutory list of APS ‘values’. It
also included a full devolution of personnel man-
agement powers to agency heads, leading some
commentators to argue that the unity of the APS
was under threat. Certainly the Australian Public
Service Commissioner did not seem to be left with
many executive powers (Australian Public Service
Commission, 2004). The Howard government also
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carried through further contracting out, and there
was a shift to accruals accounting, and an intensi-
fication of the existing performance measurement
regime. Changes initiated in 1999/2000 intro-
duced a system of accruals-based output and out-
come measurement. It was part of a ‘long term,
iterative process’ (Hawke, 2007, p. 13). While
many observers believe that this has involved con-
siderable sharpening of the performance focus, and
also improved transparency, there have also been
recurring disappointments concerning the quality
of performance information and the limited use
that is made of it for budgetary decision-making
(Hawke, 2007, p14). There was also a major drive
to restrain government regulation—a ‘meta-
regulatory regime’—carried out under the Compe-
tition Principles Agreement.

In 2004 the Management Advisory Committee
publishedConnecting government: whole-of-government
responses to Australia’s priority challenges. This sig-
nalled a recognition that agencification, strict
performance targets by agency, contracting out,
and other aspects of recent policy were producing
unwanted fragmentation and loss of coordina-
tion. Reintegration through whole-of-government
approaches was called for.

A further important document was the 2007
Australian Public Service Commission Building bet-
ter governance. It declared the principles of good
governance to be:

1. accountability
2. transparency/openness
3. integrity
4. stewardship
5. efficiency
6. leadership.

The Rudd administration (from 2007) declared that
it had no inbuilt preference for public or private
sector provision, but would base decisions ‘on the
available evidence on how to deliver services effi-
ciently and effectively’ (Rudd, 2008, p. 5). It said it
would reinvigorate the tradition of an independent
public service, build the capacity for strategic policy-
making, strengthen integrity and accountability,
increase participation, and develop evidence-based
decision-making.

One of the first major structural changes was the
December 2009 announcement that Human Ser-
vices agencies (including Centrelink andMedicare)
would be increasingly co-located and the Chief
Executive Officers of these agencies would be
drawn back into the Ministry. The aim was better

coordination across services and closer integration
of policymaking and implementation (Bowen,
2009). A later report (Ahead of the game, Advisory
Group on Reform of Australian Government
Administration, 2010) reinforced this commit-
ment to ‘joined-up’ government, both across the
federal government and vertically, with states and
local authorities. It also emphasized the need for a
more integrated and strategic approach to the man-
agement of the APS, recommending the creation of
a new Australian Public Service Commission, with
enhanced powers. The main recommendations of
the report were:

1. more integrated, citizen-centred services;
2. more open government;
3. enhanced policy capability;
4. reinvigorated strategic leadership;
5. a new Australian Public Service Commission;
6. aligned employment conditions across the APS,

and strengthened workforce planning;
7. regular reviews of agency effectiveness and

efficiency.

For several decades Australia has been a leader in
focusing on public sector performance by develop-
ing an outcomes and outputs framework. This
influenced budget reporting, defining programmes
and deliverables, and linkages of organizational
performance and senior executive responsibilities,
resulting in a ‘stable and sophisticated system’

(Hawke, 2012, p. 310).

M. The implementation process

Compared with countries such as the Netherlands
or even the United States, the implementation of
public management reforms in Australia looks to
have been a fairly centralized process. Prime min-
isters and the former Department of Administra-
tive Services (later Finance and Administration,
and then Finance and Deregulation) have gener-
ally been able to get their way—although all such
observations need to be taken in a context where
the focus is principally on the Commonwealth
government and not on the (independent) state
level. Sometimes the style of implementation has
been gradual and incremental (as with much of
FMIP), sometimes rapid and sweeping (as with
the 1987 restructuring of departments). During
the Howard/National government of 1996–2007
the implementation process sometimes appeared
sudden and harsh. This, in turn, generated unusually
virulent opposition.
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N. Reforms actually achieved

As already indicated, Australian governments not
only carried through a series of significant public
management reforms; they also committed them-
selves to a more extensive application of evalu-
ation than did most of the other countries
covered in this book. Thus, for example, the FMIP
was subject to a series of evaluations, both internal
and independent (Halligan, 1996b; Zifcak, 1994,
pp. 96–9) and in 1992 the whole sweep of reforms
was reviewed in an expensive and large-scale study
(Task Force on Management Improvement, 1992).

The picture revealed by these and other studies is
a mixed one. Real change has undoubtedly been
achieved: the ‘culture’ of the public service has
shifted; substantial state assets have been privat-
ized; certain techniques such as user-charging, out-
sourcing, and benchmarking have been widely
applied; cost-consciousness and financial manage-
ment skills have been considerably sharpened. The
total size of the public service fell from 180,893 in
1986 (the peak year) to 143,305 in 1996 (Halligan,
1997, p. 39). By 2001 the number was down to
118,644, after which it began to rise again, reach-
ing 155,482 by 2008 (Halligan, 2008, p. 14)

On the other hand, implementation has often
been significantly slower than had been envisaged,
and the costs of change have been high. For
example, central finance divisions within depart-
ments were often reluctant to permit the degree of
internal delegation of financial authority implied
by the spirit of the FMIP. Or ‘corporate planning
floundered as a technique designed to enhance

political and departmental strategy’ (Zifcak, 1994,
p. 110). The big 1992 evaluation by the Task Force
on Management Improvement found that enthu-
siasm for many aspects of the reforms was much
more pronounced at senior levels in the hierarchy
than lower down, where considerable scepticism
appears to have existed. By the late 1990s the
downsizings and perceived anti-public service atti-
tudes of the Howard government seemed to be
generating disruption and severe morale problems.
However, by 2001 this drive was somewhat mod-
erated, partly because it was realized that impos-
ition from the top could be counterproductive
(e.g. problems with ICT outsourcing).

The 2007 reforms following Prime Minister
Rudd’s acceptance of the Ahead of the game
report (Advisory Group on Reform of Australian
Government Administration, 2010) were vigor-
ously promoted by both the Secretary to the
Prime Minister and Cabinet Department, Moran,
and the Public Service Commissioner, Sedgewick.
Both toured the country explaining and recom-
mending the reform to public service and general
audiences.

Finally, even if Australian public sector performance
management is resilient and continues to function
and evolve . . . [t]he success of the framework continues
to be limited by weaknesses that have been docu-
mented since the performance management system
was introduced almost three decades ago. In particular,
the variability and general weakness in the quality of
performance measures have been identified as persist-
ent challenges. (Hawke, 2012, pp. 325–6)
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Key events: Australia

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1981–3 Fraser (Liberal) as prime
minister

1983–91 Hawke (Labor) as
prime minister

The Hawke administration carried through many
management reforms

1983 Report: Reforming the Australian Public Service

1985 Creation of Merit Protection
and Review Agency (MPRA)

1984 Financial Management
Improvement Programme
(FMIP—see Zifcak, 1994)

1986–90 1987 Major departmental restructuring—twenty-eight
departments reduced to eighteen. Also, creation of
Efficiency Scrutiny Unit.

1987 Replacement of Public
Service Board by Public Service
Commission. Public service
Reform Act, 1984. Creation of
Senior Executive Service.

1988 Programme Management
and Budgeting

1991–5 1991–6 Keating (Labor) as prime
minister

1995 Privatization of national airline (Qantas) and Aerospace
Technologies

1995 Further reshuffling of government departments

1992 New framework for HRM,
and a strategic plan for equal
employment opportunities

1995 Amended Public Service
Act—allows for tenure or fixed-
term appointments

1992 Announcement of intention
to introduce accruals accounting

1994 Audit Act strengthens public
sector auditing

1996–2000 1996–2007 Howard (Liberal) as
prime minister of a coalition
government

1999 Reform of competitive and contracting out rules
1999–2002 Launch of several measures to promote

e-government

1999 Public Service Act 1996–2000 Further steps towards
the introduction of accruals
accounting

2001–5 2002 Senate report on the ‘children overboard’ incident:
highly critical of the Howard government’s decision-
making and record-keeping

2003 Uhrig report: criticized lack of consistency in the design
of governance systems for agencies

2004 Creation of Department of Human Services
2004 Management Advisory Committee publishes

Connecting government: a whole-of-government
response to Australia’s priority challenges

2002 Australian National Audit
Office Report: Managing
people for business outcomes

2003 Management Advisory
Committee Report:
Organisational renewal

2003 Australian Public Service
Commission: Managing
succession within the
Australian Public Service

2006–10 2007 General election: Rudd
(Labor) replaces Howard
(Liberal)

2010 Rudd stands down as
leader of the Labor Party.

2007 Australian Public Service Commission publishes Building
better governance

2009 Ahead of the game: blueprint for the future of the
Australian government administration (Advisory Group on
Reform of Australian Government Administration, 2010).

2008 New prime minister sets out
his aims for the Australian
Public Service (Rudd, 2008)

2008–10 Integrity and
Transparency Measures

2008–9 Reduction in operating
budgets of agencies

2009 Federal Financial Relations
Act 2009

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

Gillard takes over. General
Election follows: Labor forms
a minority government under
Gillard.

Accepted by the prime minister.
2009 New programme Works for you (Bowen, 2009).

Includes further integration of service delivery between
Centrelink, Medicare, etc.

2009 Australian Public Service Commission publishes
Challenges of evidence-based policymaking

2009 Advisory Group on Reform of Australian Government
2009 ‘Innovation in the public sector: enabling better

performance, driving new directions’
2009 Government 2.0 Steering Group, is established within

the DoF (Department of Finance and Deregulation, 2011).

2009 Ethics Advisory Service

2010–15 2013 Kevin Rudd as prime
minister.

2013–15 Tony Abbott (Liberal
Party) elected prime minister.
Liberal-National Coalition.

2015 Malcolm Turnbull becomes
Leader of the Liberal Party
and prime minster (coalition
government)

2010 Freedom of Information Amendment (Reform) Bill
revises the FoI framework ‘to promote a pro-disclosure
culture across government and to build a stronger
foundation for more openness in government’ (Office of
the Australian Information Commissioner, 2017, p. 1). The
Information Commissioner is established as a new
independent statutory position.

2011 Several e-government instruments established to ease
access to official data under the auspices of the
‘Government 2.0 Steering Group’ and within the
framework of the APS reform programme

2013–14 National Commission of Audit
2013 Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act

(PGPA Act)

2011 ‘Commonwealth Financial
Accountability Review’; main
purposes are internal
consultation on financial and
governance arrangements and
to review levels of agency
independence with respect to
ministerial accountability
requirements (Halligan, 2011)

2015 Further budgetary reforms
aimed at reducing cost of
administration



BELGIUM

A. Socio-economic forces: general

Belgium is a rather small country (32.500 km2),
with a relatively modest population (11.2 million
in 2014). It shares borders with the two largest
continental economies—France and Germany.
For specific key economic and socio-demographic
data, see Appendix A.

B. Global economic forces

Belgium is a particularly open economy with
imports and exports representing a high percentage
of GDP. Since 1995 the proportion of foreign value
as a share of gross exports has usually been the
highest or second highest of our twelve countries
(see Table A.2). Facing the convergence criteria for
accessing the Economic and Monetary Union
(EMU), Belgium was confronted with the problem
of its high consolidated gross public debt (which
rose to 135.4 per cent of GDP in 1995). Public debt
was reduced to 93.5 per cent of GDP in 2008, but
mounted again to 100 per cent in 2010.

C. Socio-demographic change

Belgium is situated at the junction between the Latin
and Germanic languages (Dutch, French, and Ger-
man) and cultures. For many years these different
cultures have been trying to find a balance, leading
to the creation of a federal state in 1993, after sig-
nificant earlier steps (a process that is still continuing
and is explained more broadly in Section E).

Since the late 1970s and the early 1980s the
classic welfare state and the social security system
have been subject to great pressure from the
economic climate (increasing unemployment)
and an ageing society. The social welfare system
is advanced, though not as elaborate as that in
Sweden. As in most other advanced industrial
economies, this system is taking up a larger and
larger share of total public spending.

D. National socio-economic policies

Faced with the problems of public debt and increas-
ing public sector expenditure, central government
launched a strong programme of budgetary reform

and restraint under the Dehaene government
(1992). Thanks to this, Belgium was able (partially)
to fulfil the Maastricht ‘convergence criteria’ for the
EU monetary union. The focus was one of downsiz-
ing the public sector and working more efficiently
and effectively. Only between the late 1990s and
2007 was the fiscal climate slightly more relaxed.

The effects of the financial crisis since 2008 have
not been straightforward. Stroobants et al. (2013)
argue that the fiscal crisis has not fundamentally
affected budgetary decision-making or public man-
agement reform in Belgium, although it did act as a
trigger to resolve internal political instability. They
provide several reasons for this.

First, from the 1980s, fiscal crisis was already the
rule, and fiscal relaxation (in the short period of
1999–2007) the exception. Belgium had to tackle a
large budget deficit and national debt in the 1980s
and 1990s. In that sense, the current fiscal crisis is
but the last one in a series.

Second, the sense of urgency concerning cutback
management measures only truly appeared in Bel-
gium in the autumn of 2011, as Standard & Poor’s
downgraded the financial credibility of Belgium fol-
lowing a record-breaking spread between Belgian
and German ten-year government bond yields.
However, Belgium found itself in a deep political
crisis at this time, which seemed to affect financial
decision-making more than the fiscal crisis. How-
ever, the endogenous political crisis which was
added to the exogenous economic crisis did not
really affect the general trust level (although there
was a caretaker government lasting 541 days till 6
December 2011!). A 6 billion euro bond at the fed-
eral level was easily subscribed (Bouckaert and
Brans, 2012; Brans et al., 2016). The political context
and the efforts to set up a new coalition complicated
decision-making and cost-cutting. Rather than
being a strategic, scientifically informed approach
to cost-cutting, the Belgian solutions resulted from a
garbage can-like decision-making process, leading
to a compromise between coalition parties, which
was characterized by a lot of linear cheese-slicing
(Stroobants et al., 2013). There seemed to be a polit-
ical preference for cheese-slicing, in order to share
the burden of the fiscal crisis between all policies,
administrations, and ultimately citizens. Interest-
ingly, the two major strategic public management
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reforms in Belgium (Copernicus and BBB) occurred
during the rather exceptional period in which Bel-
gium was not faced with any fiscal crises.

The Belgian Stability Programme of 2010 prom-
ised substantial efficiency gains in the public sec-
tor, savings on healthcare and expenditure
control, a tax structure to encourage ecologically
responsible behaviour, a contribution from the
financial sector in response to the support given
following the main measures for the consolida-
tion of public finances, and major efforts to com-
bat social security fraud and tax evasion. A survey
of central government employees highlighted
that respondents believed that productivity and
efficiency savings were not considered to be a
highly important or effective response to the
fiscal crisis (Stroobants et al., 2013). Respondents
argued that selective hiring freezes, working costs
reduction, delaying projects and investments,
seeking contributions from public enterprises,
one-shot non-fiscal revenues, and underutiliza-
tion of allocated budgets were used as important
responses to pressures for fiscal consolidation
(Stroobants et al., 2013).

E. The political system

Belgium is a federal state. In recent decades, the
country has evolved rapidly, via six stages of con-
stitutional reforms (see Table B.1)

The decision-making power in Belgium is no
longer exclusively in the hands of the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Federal Parliament, but falls to
Communities on the one hand and Regions on
the other, which exercise their competencies inde-
pendently in different fields.

The redistribution followed two broad lines. The
first concerned linguistics and, more broadly,
everything relating to culture. It gave rise to the
Communities. Belgium has three Communities,
based on language: the Flemish Community, the
French Community, and the (considerably smal-
ler) German-speaking Community. The second
main line of the state reform is historically inspired
by economic concerns, expressed by Regions
which wanted to have more autonomous power.
This gave rise to the founding of three regions: the
Flemish Region, the Brussels-Capital Region, and
the Walloon Region. To some extent Belgian
regions are similar to the American States or the
German Länder, except that legislation decreed by
Regions and Communities is at the same level as
federal legislation.

All these Communities and Regions have separ-
ate governments and parliaments. The federal state
retains important areas of competence, including
foreign affairs, defence, justice, finances, social
security, and important sectors of public health
and domestic affairs. The country is further divided
into ten provinces and 589 communes. On the

Table B.1 Six state reforms since 1970

1970: First State Reform. Creation of the three cultural communities. From the legal viewpoint, that signified the start of the
process of state reform.

1980: Second State Reform. Cultural communities become Communities deciding not just on cultural matters but also on
matters related to the individual, such as health and social services. This resulted in three Communities: the Flemish
Community, the French Community, and the German-speaking Community. These Communities were each given a
Council (their Parliament) and a Government. Two Regions were also established: the Flemish Region and the Walloon
Region. They also have a Council and a Government. In Flanders, the Government and the Council of the Flemish Region
merged with the Government and the Council of the Flemish Community. The French-speaking population did not
choose to merge the institutions of the French Community and the Walloon Region.

1988–9: Third State Reform. The Brussels-Capital Region is given a Parliament and a Government. The Parliament of the
Brussels-Capital Region votes on ordinances, and the Government implements them.

1993: Fourth State Reform. Belgium is now a federal state. The Communities and the Regions receive their full powers. The
first clause of the first article in the Constitution states: ‘Belgium is a federal state which consists of Communities and
Regions’.

2001: Fifth State Reform. The Lambermont Accord transfers more powers to the Regions and Communities. The Lombard
Accord amends the way the Brussels institutions operate.

2011: Sixth State Reform. ‘A more efficient federal state and more autonomous entities’ provides for substantial state
reform that will take place over several stages: new transfers of competencies, people, and federal money, creating more
homogeneous policy fields at the level of the Regions and Communities.
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federal level, as well as on the Community and the
Regional level, there is a multi-party political sys-
tem and governments are composed of coalitions.
The cabinets act collegially, with the prime minis-
ters taking the role of primus inter pares.

Between the parliaments there are some differ-
ences. On the federal level the legislature is bicam-
eral (tending to an unicameral system), with on the
one hand the House of Representatives and on the
other hand the Senate, which are elected every four
years. On the Community and Regional level legis-
latures are unicameral and elected every five years.

For a long time the government was composed
of Christian Democrats and Liberals or the Socialist
Party. In the 1999 federal election the composition
changed and the Christian Democrats lost their
place in government. The Liberals formed a coali-
tion together with the Socialist Party and the Green
Party (the ‘purple-green coalition’ of Verhofstadt).
The 2010 elections demonstrated two separated
democracies, with the Flemish Nationalist (NVA)
as the largest party in Flanders, and the Franco-
phone Socialists (PS) as the major party inWallonia
(the Liberal MR being the biggest in Brussels).

The Belgian system is slowly moving from a
consensual to a polarized political system, with
two increasingly divergent economies, political
systems, and administrations, and with Brussels
as a third, sui generis, politico-administrative sys-
tem. After the elections of 2010, a caretaker gov-
ernment was responsible for the federal level and a
series of negotiators and mediators were in charge
of the negotiations for the sixth stage of the con-
stitutional reform. At the central level, since 2008,
economic and political crises have pushed state
reform to the top of the agenda. One symptom
of the impasse was the significant turnover in
Belgium’s political leadership (Leterme I (March
2008–December 2008), Van Rompuy (December

2008–November 2009), Leterme II (November
2009–December 2011, including a caretaker gov-
ernment from the elections in June 2010 till the
new government in December 2011), Di Rupo
(December 2011–October 2014), Michel (October
2014–present)). In July 2013, King Albert II abdi-
cated and was succeeded by his son, king Filip I,
who became the seventh king of Belgium.

The latest stage of constitutional reform has
resulted in a considerable shift in responsibilities
for major blocks of public expenditure. Figure B.1
illustrates this.

F. New management ideas

Belgium’s position at the junction of two major
cultures (see Section C) has also had an impact on
the introduction of new management ideas. Since
the process of federalization, especially at the end
of the 1980s and at the beginning of the 1990s,
different rhetorics on public management have
been in play. The Ministry for the Flemish Com-
munity and Region was influenced by the NPM
principles from the Anglo-Saxon world and organ-
ized and modernized itself according to these
thoughts (Bouckaert and Auwers, 1999). The Minis-
tries of the French Community and the Walloon
Region, as in France, were more reluctant, and
applied their own strategy. The Ministry of the
French Community and the Walloon Region
launched modernization plans. Although the aim of
making public service more efficient, effective, and
responsive was similar, the trajectory in the separate
parts of Belgium was different in approach, scope,
and speed (Vancoppenolle and Legrain, 2003).

The evolution on the national level (1999–2003)
followed the same trajectory as the modernization
of the Flemish Ministry. A lot of ideas used earlier
in the Flemish Ministry were projected on the
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national level in the Copernicus programme, led
by Minister Van den Bossche. After his term of
office, there was a high turnover of ministers in
charge of it and there was a political fragmentation
of political portfolios resulting in a loss of consoli-
dation and new initiatives.

Cultural differences are significant in the Belgian
context since its administration is multicultural.
These differences affect a shared public sector
reform programme.

G. Pressure from citizens

It is indeed hard to find out if there was any pres-
sure from citizens, what this pressure was, and
whether pressure from citizens instigated govern-
ments to launch reform initiatives. At the begin-
ning of the 1990s, with the elections of 1991, trust
in the national government was a very low 31 per
cent. The government launched initiatives to
reduce the gap with citizens.

In 2000 with the proclamation of the Coperni-
cus initiative there was a large-scale survey. On the
one hand this questionnaire was meant to be an
information and communication strategy, but on
the other hand the low response to the survey was
seen as a failure (Bouckaert, 2001). The June 2010
elections demonstrated clear political victories for
the Flemish Nationalists (NVA) on the Flemish
side, and for the Francophone Socialists (PS) on
the Walloon side of the country. The Flemish
population gave a clear signal that it supported a
significant state reform to improve the functioning
of its public services and policies.

H. Party political ideas

As in the Netherlands, single parties are likely to
be less significant and powerful than in countries
with one-party government and majoritarian
systems such as New Zealand or (until 2010) the
UK. Belgiumhas a proportional system, compulsory
voting, and coalition governments. At the central
level, increasingly, the diverging dynamics are
along the line of the two major communities, and
not according to cross-border party political ideas.

In the 1980s and the early 1990s party political
ideas (the Christian Democrats and the Socialist
Party or the Christian Democrats and the Liberal
Party) were focused on the reduction of the public
debt and rebalancing the budget deficit, aiming to
cope with the Maastricht convergence criteria.
Because of this the public sector was subject to a

downsizing operation. The question in Belgium
was not one of the role of the state, and the privat-
ization debate was never as prominent as in the
Netherlands.

After the elections of 1991 (and also in 1995)
and the rise of an extreme-right party, government
policy was focused on relations with the citizens,
and the amount of (dis)trust in politics and the
public sector. Therefore, policies aimed at closing
these gaps and making the public sector more
responsive to the needs of citizens/users (e.g. Char-
ter of the user of public services, 1992).

From 1999 till 2003 the purple-green govern-
ment launched a broad-scope and big-objectives
reform initiative for the federal public service (the
Copernicus initiative). This programme was initi-
ated by the federal (Flemish Socialist) minister of
public services. The new (Francophone Socialist)
minister Arena (2003–4) announced after one
month in office that the Copernicus project had
ended (Hondeghem and Depré, 2005 pp. 425–6).
As a consequence, reforms lost their coherent
framework and their momentum. Low-profile,
and incremental initiatives took over. In the period
2004–7 Minister Dupont (Francophone Socialist)
shared responsibilities with a state secretary for
administrative reforms and a state secretary for
ICT. The subsequent turnover (Vervotte, 2007–8;
Vanackere, 2008–9; Vervotte, 2009–11; Bogaert,
2011–14; Vandeput, 2014–present), combined
with the economic problems and the mounting
political impasse, with its significant periods of
caretaker governments, resulted in a limited and
internal set of measures such as refinement of
training, ICT, tendering, internal mandates and
contracts, and career pattern development. Even
the much-needed reforms in the judicial branch
(which has been under pressure for at least a dec-
ade) were not realized to any significant degree,
until recently (Hondeghem et al., 2010). The previ-
ous government reduced the number of Judicial
Arrondissements from twenty-seven to twelve,
realized more mobility of judges, and created a
new governance for the judicial branch (including
autonomy, Colleges, internal contracts, manage-
ment plans, and governance committees in the
courts). The current (2016) Minister of Justice
Koen Geens continues these fundamental reforms.

I. Chance events

In the 1991 national elections, the rise of an
extreme-right party was marked. Politicians and
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social scientists saw this as a sign of the low legit-
imacy of the political culture and the widening of
the gap between citizens and politicians.

In 1996 Belgium was startled by a paedophilia
scandal (the Dutroux affair). The judicial system
and the police forces were intensely criticized
(Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009). The authorities were
shaken by ‘The White March’, involving 250,000
to 300,000 demonstrators in Brussels. Again, this
was a decline in trust in the institutions and polit-
ics in general.

In 1999 the dioxin food crisis had an impact on
the elections and pushed the reform agenda and
the creation of the Federal Food Agency. The 2009
Fortisgate scandal, in which top magistrates were
said to have violated confidential information on
the Fortis bank, and the way the 2010 operations
concerning the paedophilia cases in the Catholic
Church were conducted, still did not produce sig-
nificant reforms in the judicial branch.

J. Elite decision-making

Most elite attention was focused on the federal
process and on budgetary problems during the
1980s and the 1990s (see Section D) and then
again after 2008. Management reforms therefore
emphasized economy—the input side of the public
service.

Next, with regard to the budgetary focus, the gap
with the citizens was seen as a reason for the
launch of initiatives to make the public service
more accountable and responsive, especially fol-
lowing the elections of 1991.

In the late 1990s, when the budgetary restraints
were less, government found an opportunity to
launch a major reform initiative (see Section L).
The Copernicus reform programme (1999–2003)
remained with a small elite around the minister
responsible for it. Its ownership could not be
broadened to the civil servants or the trade unions,
partly because it was very consultant-driven.
Between 2004 and 2008 there was an absence of
elite decisions in the field of public sector reform,
and since 2008 the political elite has been absorbed
by the debates about a sixth stage of state reform,
which interfered with solving the economic and
financial crisis.

K. The administrative system

The original administrative structure of the Belgian
state as established by the 1831 constitution was

quite simple. It was made up of three government
levels: the central level and two subnational levels,
provinces and municipalities. This structure
remained intact until 1970. Four revisions of the
constitution made Belgium a federal state from
1993 (see Section E). The federal civil service has
been severely reduced as a result of the six state
reforms (Brans and Hondeghem, 1999, pp. 122–4).

The Belgian civil service is facing three main
challenges. The first is associated with the legitim-
acy crisis of political institutions as a whole (see
Sections I and J). The second is related to the
budgetary pressures and the ascendancy of the
new managerial paradigm in the public sector.
Civil service reform has arrived on the agenda,
albeit somewhat behind many other nations.
There are however strong internal constraints on
which reforms are likely to be implemented. These
constraints are linked to the strong position of the
civil service unions and the preoccupation of pol-
itical actors with maintaining a balance of party
political power within the administrative system
(Brans and Hondeghem, 1999, p. 121; Hondeghem
and Depré, 2005). A third challenge is, on the one
hand, to manage the complex process of transfer-
ring competencies, money, and people to Regions
and Communities, and, on the other hand, to
manage platforms for collaboration and concerta-
tion between six governments. This also includes
the debates on the position of the provinces. The
federal civil service is a modest administration,
playing only a marginal role in the policymaking
process; however, it is still crucial in its interface
with Europe, and in its control of social security
and fiscal matters. With the loss of important func-
tions and powers to the new state levels, the federal
level is now under pressure to reform the remain-
ing competencies into a coherent and performing
administration. Even major initiatives such as
the Copernicus reforms have not fundamentally
changed that pattern (see Section L). The drivers
for change are external: Europe, economic and
financial crises, and the reform of the state.

L. Contents of the reform package

Since the 1980s several different initiatives have
taken place. In the 1980s most of these initiatives
occurred against the background of stringent cut-
backs of public expenditure and the diminution
of the general public debt (see Sections D and G).
In the first half of the 1980s, under the fifth and
sixth cabinets of Prime Minister Martens, the
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modernization of the civil service and the vision
for personnel was inspired by these cutbacks
(Bouckaert and François, 1999, p. 12). This mod-
ernization of the civil service never led to a rethink-
ing of the role and the scale of the state. In many
other OECD countries the privatization debate was
more prominent at that time than it was in
Belgium.

Between 1981 and 1989 several initiatives were
launched to modernize the civil service:

• 1985: appointment of a state secretary for mod-
ernizing the public service, attached to the prime
minister;

• 1987: creation of modernization cells in the dif-
ferent ministries;

• 1987: creation of a secretariat of modernization;
• 1989: creation of the College of Secretaries-

General (the highest civil servants of the minis-
tries), and the enlargement of the power of this
college in 1993.

After 1991 the focus of the modernization process
shifted. Macroeconomic policy was still a priority.
Instead of integrating personnel management in
this macroeconomic policy, the focus moved to
the rewarding and motivation of civil servants.
Reforms at theMinistry of the Flemish Community
triggered initiatives at the central level:

• 1991: first edition of the General Principles Royal
Decree (KBAP) stated the overall principles for
civil servants (and replaced the old statute
Camu that went back to 1937). The KBAP was
finally approved in 1994.

• 1993: the creation of the office for moderniza-
tion and organization (ABC).

• 1995: the creation of a Ministry of the Civil
Service.

The modernization of the civil service was more
than just an attempt to improve efficiency and
effectiveness. It was also used to try to close the
gap with the citizen (see Sections G and H). Thus,
after 1991 many citizen-related initiatives were
started (Bouckaert and François, 1999, p. 30):

• 1991: law on the motivation on administrative
actions;

• 1992: charter of the user of public services;
• 1994: law on access to information;
• 1995: appointment of federal ombudsmen.

Most of the initiatives were launched on an ad
hoc basis and lacked an overall strategy. Therefore,
there was little coherence between the different

initiatives. However, with the establishment of
the Cabinet in 1999 a major reform initiative was
launched. The Copernicus reform (1999–2003),
initiated and sponsored by the minister of reform,
was a modernization plan covering many fields of
the federal civil service. The initiative was built on
four main trajectories:

• Amodern human resource (HR) management: in
each new ministry HR experts were appointed
and HR cells were created. The top managers
were selected by assessment centres and inter-
views, and they received mandates for six years.
For all civil servants the evaluation system
changed and the remuneration and career-
planning systems were to be reformed. Educa-
tion and training were a priority.

• A restructuring of the ministries: the former min-
istries were to be restructured and reformed. There
were ten vertical, four horizontal, and several
programmatorial ministries (working on social
themes crossing the entire policy field). The new
internal structure of theministries aimed to equip
them to fulfil a important role in policy design,
implementation, and evaluation.

• A new budget and control system: the new min-
istries were to have a large degree of autonomy in
developing a policy strategy and in spending the
budget. For this reason eachministry was to have
its own internal audit, to monitor their economy
and efficiency.

• Improved communication, including both
internal communication among civil servants
and, on the other hand, external communica-
tion with citizens.

Between 2004 and 2008, there was a continuation
of process redesign, mandate systems, and internal
contracts (with social security agencies). Also, there
were some initiatives to install internal audit. After
2008, the degree of freedom to launch a major
public sector reform initiative was restricted by
economic and political crises.

M. The implementation process

Past initiatives were not always coherent and often
lacked an overall strategy. In 1989 a minister of the
civil service was appointed (before that a secretary
of state was attached to the prime minister). For a
long time reform initiatives were a matter for the
prime minister. In 1995 a separate Ministry of the
Civil Service was created and many reforms have
been launched and sponsored by this ministry.
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In the past, initiatives were ad hoc and frag-
mented. Many separate ministries launched their
own programmes and took individual initiatives.
The modernization pressure came from the lower
levels of government (Communities and Regions),
especially the Flemish Community.

The reforms started in 1999, under the leadership
of Minister Luc Van den Bossche, were often per-
ceived as fundamental and drastic. These reforms
were coherent and inspired by an overall strategy,
but initiated in a top-downway,which evoked some
resistance during their implementation, especially
from trade unions. The post-Copernicus period
could be described as low-profile, internal, and
incremental.

N. Reforms actually achieved

In Belgium policy and programme evaluations are
not widespread. It is only since 1998 that the role
of the national Court of Audit (Rekenhof ) has
changed and moved to performance auditing as
well as traditional financial and compliance audits.

The only broad-scope evaluations ofmanagement
reforms have been academic rather than internal
(Hondeghem and Depré, 2005; Hondeghem et al.,
2010). Management reforms were introduced on an
ad hoc basis and many individual initiatives have
taken place in the separate ministries. Overall initia-
tives launched in the early and mid-1990s are still
effective tools (access to information law, motiv-
ation law). Other initiatives have slowly faded out
(e.g. the Charter of the user of public services, 1992).

The most important goal for the Copernicus
reform was to install a different culture within the
civil service. Between 1999 and 2003 many initia-
tives took place, such as the restructuring of themin-
istries, the appointment of the new top managers
and leading officials, the implementationofBusiness
Process Re-engineering, and the development of an
HRM policy. The basic structure of the public sector
still remains, including the strong political minister-
ial ‘cabinets’, as well as the major principles of its
functioning (mandates, internal contracts, some
audit functions). However, after 2004 no further
major reform programmes were developed.

APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FILES AND TABLES OF EVENTS 253



Key events: Belgium

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1981 Martens as PM (Christian
Democrat)

1980–2: 2nd State Reform
1985 Martens PM

1980 Territorial: Transfer of national
services and ministries to Regions and
Communities

1982 Transfer of Direction of General
Affairs and General Direction for
Selection and Formation to Ministry of
the Interior

1985 Programme budgeting

1986–90 1987,1988 Martens PM
1988 3rd State Reform
1989 Minister of Civil Service
1990 Crossroad Bank for Social

Security

1985–8 State secretary for modernization
and information

1986 Report on the modernization of the
civil service and creation of a
secretariat

1988 Creation of the Brussels Region
1989 College of Secretaries-General
1989 Privatization initiatives (Brussels

Airport Terminal Cy)

1987 School for Finance and Tax Law
1990 Policy for equality for men and

women
1990 Corps of Civil Service Advisers

1989 Finance Law (as part of the 3rd State
Reform)

1990–5 Zero-based budgeting

1991–5 1991 Martens as PM
1991 Law on the Motivation of

Administrative Action
1992 Dehaene as PM (Christian

Democrat)
1992–3 4th State Reform: Belgium is a

federal country
1993 Charter of the user of public

services
1994 Law on the access to information
1995 Dehaene as PM

1990–4 Merger of ministries (Public
Works, Post and Communication) into
Communication and Infrastructure,
Agriculture and Small Enterprises.

1991–3 Radioscopy: audit of federal
ministries

1991 Establishment of state companies
1992 1st wave of asset sales of state

companies and credit holdings
1994 2nd wave of credit institutions
1994–5 State companies become Public

Ltd (Belgacom, Railways)
1995 Federal Participation Company as

intermediate step to privatization of
credit institutions

1995 Federal Ombudsmen

1991 Reform of the Office for Selection
and Recruitment

1993 Outplacement Service. Tobback
Plan

1994 Royal Decree on the General
Principles of the Civil Service

1995 Ministry of Civil Service
1995 Office for Organization and

Management (ABC)

1991 Law on State Accountability
1992 Savings to get closer to the

Maastricht convergence criteria



1996–2000 1999 Verhofstadt as PM (Lib/Soc/
Green)

1999 Minister for Administrative
Reform

2000 Copernicus reform plan of
Minister Van den Bossche

1996 Ministry for Social Affairs, Public
Health, and Environment

1998 Agency for Administrative
Simplification

1997 Royal Decree on social security
agencies

2000 Federal Agency for Food Protection

1996 Reform of the Institute for Education
and Training

1997 Flahaut Plan
1998 Evaluation System
2000 Royal Decree on the General

Principles of the Civil Service
2000 Reform of Selor (recruitment)
2000 Mandate system for top civil

servants

1998 Court of Audit has competence for
economy, efficiency, and effectiveness

1998 Commission on the normalization
of accounting

1998 Changing role of the Finance
Inspectorate

1998 Public Debt Office
2000 New budget and control cycle
2000 Internal audit services (not

implemented)

2001–5 2003 Verhofstadt PM
2003 5th State Reform of electoral

system and creation of provincial
constituencies

2001–2 FEDICT: Ministry of ICT
2001–3 Reduction and abolition of

ministerial cabinets (not implemented)
2001 Ministries: management boards and

direction boards
2002 Operational autonomy and new

personnel status for ten social security
agencies

2002 Bankruptcy of SABENA (national
airline)

2001 Ministry of Personnel and
Organization

2000–3 Assessment of top managers
2002 Copernicus reforms in social security

agencies
2004 Transfer of personnel to regions (5th

State Reform)

2001 Royal Decree on the budget,
accounting, and audit of social security
agencies

2002 Royal Decree on internal audit

2006–10 2007 Verhofstadt PM
2008 Leterme PM 1 March–November)
2008 Leterme PM 2 (November–

December)
2008 Van Rompuy PM
2009 Leterme PM (November) June
2010 elections, 590 days of coalition

negotiations follow while Leterme
leads a caretaker government

2010 Creation of Audit Committee of the
Federal Government (AFCO)

2010 Changes to the public law status of
personnel of the public service

2006 Redefined role for the Financial
Inspectorate

2007 Royal Decrees on internal control,
internal audit, and the Audit
Committee

2007–12 Implementation of Fedcom
project, which aims at modernizing
federal accounting standards in line
with principles of general, budgetary,
and analytical accounting

2009 Government Commissioner for
Internal Audit (until 2010)

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2011–15 2011 Di Rupo PM
2011 Government agreement—6th

State Reform
2011 Federal Government

Agreement—Cutbacks: 17.5 billion
2013 Expansion assignments service

administrative
Simplification to public service
Change in term of legislature—

Parliament is re-elected every five
years, starting from 2014

2014 Senate of the States—reform of
composition and assignments

2014 Michel PM

2011 6th State Reform including reform
of Senate, split of Brussels-Halle-
Vilvoorde, reform of Brussels-Capital
Region, and transfer of competencies
to the Regions and Communities

Justice: restructuring of the
Arrondissement and the creation of a
unified structure to govern
budgets, personnel, and material
resources

2012 Evaluation Cycle in the Federal
Government Services (FOD)

2013 KB Evaluation Public Service
2013 Regulation Impact Analysis required

for all new regulations submitted to
Council of Ministers

2014 Law—autonomous management
for the judiciary

2014 Principle of single collection of data
(only-once principle)

2014 Law on whistleblower protection for
federal civil servants, following UN,
OECD, and EU recommendations

2014 Federal public services are required
to establish a sustainable social
balance

2015 Government agrees on developing a
federal strategy for ‘Open Data’, in the
framework of the 2013 European PSI
Directive

2015 Action plan ‘Digital Belgium’

includes the thematic priority ‘digital
governance’

2009–14 7.5% cut in personnel
2012 Pension reforms for public servants
2012 Quota of least 1/3 women in high

functions and management functions
2013 Royal Decree Performance-based

wage (not yet implemented)
2013 Circular letter: customer-focused

deontology in the Federal
administration

2014 Plans to cut back on public servants
2014 Pension reform

2012 Cutbacks budget: health sector
2012 Management Plan FOD Finances—

intensification of internal audit
2013 Electronic billing
2014 Special Law—Increase fiscal

autonomy of Regions and
Communities

2014 Budget cut in resources and
personnel

2015 Common internal audit service for
the federal administration

2016 Operational development of an
internal audit service



CANADA

A. Socio-economic forces: general

Canada is a very large country, but relatively thinly
populated (35.5 million population in 2014). Like
the USA, it is an ethnically diverse community,
having been built up from successive waves of
immigration from Europe and elsewhere (see
Canada’s high place in Table A.6).

B. Global economic forces

Again, see Appendix A (Table A.2). In 2011 it was in
a middling position in respect of foreign value-
added as a share of gross exports. However, unlike
the majority of our twelve countries this share had
not increased since 1995. Canada’s long-shared bor-
der with the huge US economy is always an import-
ant factor in Canadian economic policymaking.

C. Socio-demographic issues

Canada has become amultiethnic andmulticultural
society—partly through immigration. By 2009 the
number of Canadians whose first language was nei-
ther French nor English reached more than 6 mil-
lion (out of a then population of 33.5million).More
than 1 million had Chinese as their mother tongue,
and 455,000 had Italian. A further 626,000 defined
themselves as belonging to one of the three recog-
nized aboriginal groups (in addition to the official
languages of English and French there are half a
dozen ‘recognized languages’ spoken by the abori-
ginal groups). Canada, like other advanced indus-
trial economies, is also getting older. Between 2000
and 2020 the proportion of citizens aged 65 and
over is predicted to increase from 12.6 per cent to
18.2 per cent (see Table A.5). Canada also has a
relatively high divorce rate (2.8 per 1,000 popula-
tion in 1992), and 60 per cent of female-headed
single-parent families fell below the official low-
income cut-off (Statistics Canada, 1995).

D. National socio-economic policies

Relative to OECD averages, Canada suffered a dis-
appointing economic performance during the
1980s. Control of public spending was a particular
weakness. During the Mulroney administration

(1984–93) public spending targets were repeatedly
set and then missed. Between 1984 and 1993
the net public debt increased from C$168 billion
to C$508 billion (Harder and Lindquist, 1997,
pp. 80–1). However, the Chrétien administration
(1993–2003) largely met its expenditure reduction
targets, and in 1997/8 achieved the first balanced
budget for thirty years. Growth in the first eight
years of the twenty-first century was respectable.

After the 2008 global economic crisis there was a
brief period of economic stimulus. Soon, however,
the Harper government endorsed cutbacks and
austerity measures designed to reduce government
spending. During its ten years in power, the Harper
government focused on implementing tax cuts for
business and for citizens, combined with reduc-
tions in government spending to make expend-
itures match income. Provincial governments
were instructed to introduce radical deficit reduc-
tion strategies, which resulted in cuts to social
funding, sick pay, health benefits, and pensions,
wage freezes or cuts, and job losses in the larger
public sector (Cunningham et al., 2016).

By 2015, public disaffection with these measures
resulted in a strong anti-austerity movement in
Canada. Justin Trudeau (Liberals) assumed office
as the new prime minister at the end of 2015,
after campaigning for a modest deficit increase to
finance fiscal stimulus measures, which were
argued to bring economic growth and increase tax
revenues, and allow a balanced budget by 2019.
Justin Trudeau’s 2016–17 budget pledged US$47
billion in new infrastructure funding over ten
years, billions in tax breaks for middle- and low-
income earners, and significant investments in
technology and innovation.

E. The political system

Canada, like Australia, is a federal state with a
‘Westminster’ system (i.e. a first-past-the-post
electoral system, disciplined parties, and (usually)
strong, majoritarian governments). However, a
simple picture of single-minded centralism would
be inaccurate:

In a country consisting of two ‘founding’ linguistic
groups, four or five distinct regions, and the usual
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cleavages between classes and other divisions charac-
teristic of all modern societies, a governing party must
try to accommodate a representation of as many inter-
ests as possible. Aboriginals, historically marginalised
in the political process, are also becoming contenders
in the system. (Mallory, 1997, p. 16)

During the nineteenth and early twentieth century
central government appeared to dominate most of
the significant governmental functions, but the
growth of the welfare state shifted the balance in
favour of provincial and local governments. Agree-
ments between federal and provincial govern-
ments became more and more essential for policy
progress on many items.

Although in many ways a more ‘state-centred’
and even ‘state-trusting’ society than its US neigh-
bour, there is also a widespread popular suspicion
of the Ottawa political elite. The underpinnings of
federal authority have been eroded from several
directions:

the whole system of government in Canada is beset by
a number of forces which tend to undermine it. These
include a pervasive anti-elitism and populism which
undermines the authority of government and thus its
will to deal with issues, a pervasive and exaggerated
fear of mounting public debt and public bankruptcy,
and a threat to the survival of the system by the danger
of Quebec separation accompanied by serious regional
discontent which could of itself lead to the dissolution
of the union. All these threats to survival have
occurred in the past, and have been successfully sur-
mounted. This time they seem to have all come
together. But one should not underestimate the enor-
mous inertia of the system, as well as its flexibility,
which may well ensure its survival and its capacity to
adjust. (Mallory, 1997, p. 23)

In the twenty-first century popular opinion has
been further depressed by the ‘sponsorship scan-
dal’ and other events (see Table of Events at the end
of the country file). While it would probably be an
exaggeration to say that the Canadian system was
facing a crisis of trust, it was a moment for reflec-
tion and for attempts to rebuild lost confidence (for
a subtle Canadian analysis of the difficult concept,
of trust, see Thomas, 2009; for an analysis of the
‘critical moment’, see Lindquist, 2006). The advent
of Justin Trudeau’s government in 2015 after ten
years of a divisive Harper administration may be a
watershed in this regard, but it is still too early to
tell. The intentions of the new administration
appeared to be positive—one of their early
announcements was that henceforth ‘Government

scientists and experts will be able to speak freely
about their work to the media and the public.’

F. New management ideas

It is clear that Canadian ministers and senior offi-
cials were well aware of the currents of new man-
agement thinking which were flowing through the
Anglophone world from the late 1970s onwards.
Mulroney’s administration (1984–93) made exten-
sive use of business people and also ‘borrowed’—at
least in part—a number of public management
reform ideas from the USA and the UK. Mulroney’s
own rhetoric mirrored the anti-bureaucratic, pro-
private sector tone of Thatcher and Reagan (Savoie,
1994).

Just two examples will have to suffice. First, the
Nielsen task force set up in 1984 took about half its
members from the business community, and Niel-
sen himself was conscious of borrowing from Ray-
nerism (UK) and the Grace Commission (USA)
(Savoie, 1994, pp. 127–30). Second, the creation
of politically sympathetic chiefs of staff in each
department drew something from the US ‘spoils
system’, and more specifically from President Rea-
gan’s expansion of that system during the early
1980s. The basic idea was to give ministers greater
assistance in the task of getting the permanent
bureaucracy to do their bidding.

Under the Liberal administration, from 1993 the
public service regained some of its self-confidence,
and by 1998 the clerk to the Privy Council (the
most senior civil servant) felt able to proclaim a
‘Canadian model’ of public management reform.
This included a rejection of the proposal that min-
imizing government was always a good thing and
an embracing of experiment and diversity in
organizational forms (Bourgon, 1998; Gow, 2004).

As the 1990s unfolded—and even more after the
turn of the century—issues of coordinated service
delivery came more and more to the fore. Canada
established something of an international reputa-
tion as a leader in forms of ‘integrated public gov-
ernance’ (see Kernaghan, 2009a, 2009b). Another
growing concern was with HRM, and the need to
address the loss of organizational memory and tal-
ent that could ensue as a very large percentage of
senior civil servants (the ‘baby boomers’) retired
within a short space of time. After the sponsorship
scandal broke in 2004, specifically public sector
notions of accountability and transparency fea-
tured heavily in political discussion (and informed
the 2006 Federal Accountability Act).
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G. Pressure from citizens

As elsewhere, citizens in Canada did not rush for-
ward with specific proposals for management
reform. However, a perceived dissatisfaction with
government, and alleged citizen demands for
greater accountability, were certainly factors men-
tioned by executive politicians and senior officials
as reasons for public management reform.

It is important to disentangle the various strands
of citizen opinion, for example, by distinguishing
the satisfaction levels of service users with a par-
ticular service from more general citizen views
of the competence or trustworthiness of govern-
ment at large (Canadian Centre for Management
Development, 1998a). Much of the expressed dis-
trust of government appears to have been focused
on politicians and on government in general, with
public servants being regarded with greater confi-
dence. Furthermore, when due allowance for dif-
ferences was made, user satisfaction levels with
many public services were not systematically
worse than with private sector services (Canadian
Centre for Management Development, 1998b; Erin
Research Inc., 2005, p. 15).

H. Party political ideas

The decisive shift towards public management
reform came (as in the UK and the USA) when a
right-wing government was elected in place of
a somewhat ‘worn-out’ centre-left government
(in the Canadian case, Pierre Trudeau’s Liberal
government). Mulroney’s Progressive Conservative
administration was imbued with anti-bureaucratic
rhetoric and carried with it a general suspicion of
the established bureaucracy and its seemingly close
previous relationships with long-standing Liberal
governments. However, although the incoming
administration had plenty of generalized preju-
dices against bureaucracy and in favour of private
sector dynamism, there is no evidence that it had
any well-worked-out scheme for public manage-
ment reform, or any coherent set of operational-
ized ideas on which to base such a plan.

The popularity of private sector management
concepts faded somewhat during the long life of
theMulroney government, and they were certainly
less to the fore during the succeeding, more ‘state-
friendly’ Liberal government. It is not clear
whether Chrétien’s regime had any distinct plan
of conception for management reform per se, but it
was determined to bring expenditure under con-
trol and to try to link that to amore positive agenda

of modernization and developing alternative
modes of public service delivery. Most of the spe-
cific ideas, however, seem to have come from the
senior bureaucrats themselves.

From 1993 to 2006 there was a long period of
Liberal rule. This began in an atmosphere that was
more ‘public service-friendly’ than had obtained
under Mulroney, but that did not prevent the
Chrétien government from making deep cuts in
public expenditure. The Harper administration
after 2006 was again rather cool towards ‘public
sector solutions’.

I. Chance events

Several chance events appear to have had some
influence over the trajectory of management
reform. One was the dropping of Erik Nielsen
from the Mulroney cabinet in mid-1986—for
reasons unconnected with his leadership of the
Program Review task force. This cannot have
helped the implementation of the still-new report,
which afterwards largely faded away. A second
coincidence, of rather larger impact, was the Mexi-
can currency crisis of late 1994, which by all
accounts helped significantly strengthen the deter-
mination of the Chrétien cabinet to push ahead
with the downsizings and programme adjustments
of the Program Review exercise, in case Canada
became the next state to suffer currency ‘melt-
down’ (Aucoin and Savoie, 1998).

Although it would be possible to argue that the
2004–6 sponsorship scandal—which certainly had
many consequences—was a chance event, such an
interpretation is not favoured here. The corruption
was planned, widespread, and long-lasting, and
even if the emergence of some of the evidence
may have been accidental or unintended, the scan-
dal as a whole cannot really be classified as a
‘chance event’.

J. Elite decision-making

The Mulroney administration developed a series of
specific initiatives on the basis of some generalized
attitudes and prejudices, but there does not seem to
have been any coherent overall plan. Even the
specific initiatives that were launched frequently
encountered implementation difficulties (see
Sections L and M).

After the fall of the Progressive Conservative
administration in 1993 there was a shift in minis-
terial preferences. More emphasis was now placed
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on finding creative forms of ‘Alternative Service
Delivery’, on partnership operations with the prov-
inces, on shrewd use of advanced ICTs, and on
more transparent accounting to Parliament for
results (Aucoin and Savoie, 1998; President of the
Treasury Board, 1997).

Throughout, Canadian ministers and officials
had to temper their enthusiasm for particular dir-
ections of reform with a recognition of the com-
plex, multi-level, sectoralized nature of the
political and administrative systems. They did not
enjoy the powers of (say) New Zealand or UK prime
ministers to drive through major reforms even
against significant opposition. The picture of
the ‘Canadian model’ drawn by the clerk to the
Privy Council is essentially incremental and anti-
doctrinal. It speaks of reform being carried out
‘calmly, competently, without much fanfare’
(Bourgon, 1998, p. 1). Considerable stress is laid
on sharing and cooperation with the provinces.

Ten years later Bourgon’s model does not look to
be such an accurate portrayal. Under the Harper
government, decision-making became more politi-
cized and more centralized on the prime minister
(Aucoin and Savoie, 2009). Furthermore, certain
management reforms—especially the 2006 Federal
Accountability Act, but also the Management
Accountability Framework—have been given con-
siderable fanfares.

K. The administrative system

A strong form of ministerial responsibility prevails
(ministers responsible for all the actions of their
‘portfolio’ of departments, Crown corporations, ser-
vice agencies, tribunals, etc., no ‘accounting offi-
cers’ along UK lines). A number of commentators
have observed a movement towards centralization
of power around the prime minister and his polit-
ical advisers since the late 1990s (Aucoin and
Savoie, 2009). On the other hand, it must be
remembered that the proportion of public employ-
ment in central, as opposed to sub-central govern-
ment in Canada is one of the lowest in the OECD
(OECD, 2009b, p. 69)

The central agencies have remained relatively
prominent—indeed they have probably increased
their influence. The main ones are the Privy Coun-
cil Office, the Treasury Board Secretariat, the
Department of Finance, the Prime Minister’s
Office, and the Public Service Commission. Man-
agement reforms tend to be led by the Privy Coun-
cil Office and the Treasury Board Secretariat.

The public service itself is non-partisan, and
deputy ministers (the chief officials in the depart-
ments) usually remain in place when the govern-
ment changes. Nearly all deputy ministers are
career civil servants. There is quite a strong ‘man-
darin culture’, with considerable horizontal com-
munication between senior civil servants in
different departments (Bourgault and Carroll,
1997, p. 97). However, in the past decade or so
the influence of political appointees and consult-
ants has grown. Furthermore, the ‘churn’ rates of
deputy ministers and ministers has increased, so
that the opportunities to form trusting relation-
ships has probably diminished. ‘There is increasing
evidence to suggest that senior public servants
have become more responsive to the political
wishes of the prime minister’s court’ (Aucoin and
Savoie, 2009, p. 110).

Dunn (2002) offers a comprehensive analysis of
the Canadian system. Lindquist (2006) gives a
detailed review of the HRM aspects.

L. Contents of reform

From a bird’s-eye view some of the history of
management reforms in the Canadian federal
administration appears as a bewildering series of
overlapping and only loosely coordinated initia-
tives, many of which seem to fade away or lose
momentum after a relatively short time. Several
commentators confirm that—certainly under the
Mulroney administrations of 1984–93—the polit-
ical leadership lacked any ‘grand design’ and gave
management issues only intermittent attention
(documented in Savoie, 1994).

Mulroney came to power following a campaign
which had been sharply critical of ‘big govern-
ment’ in Ottawa, and which had promised greater
‘frugality’ and radical changes in the the bureau-
cracy. He was re-elected in 1988 and finally lost
office in 1993. During his period in power he
launched a number of initiatives, including:

• A 1984 review, under Deputy PrimeMinister Erik
Nielsen, of existing government programmes, to
make them ‘simple, more understandable and
more accessible to their clientele’, as well as to
decentralize them and cut out programmes for
which there was not a demonstrable need.

• The creation, in each ministry, of a politically
appointed chief-of-staff position at assistant dep-
uty minister level (i.e. the second highest civil
service grade).
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• A target of a 15,000 downsizing of the civil ser-
vice within six years.

• The 1985 Increased Ministerial Authority and
Accountability initiative (IMAA). This was
designed to give individual ministers and
departmental managers greater flexibility in allo-
cating and reallocating resources within their
departments.

• From 1986, a ‘make-or-buy’ policy to encourage
competitive tendering for public services.

• Also from 1986, the establishment of a privatiza-
tion office.

• The1988establishmentof theCanadianCentre for
Management Development, to strengthen man-
agement training for the Canadian public service.

• It was decided that deputy ministers (the most
senior civil servants) could henceforth be called
before parliamentary committees for question-
ing (Bourgault and Carroll, 1997, p. 3).

• The effective scrapping of the previous Policy
and Expenditure Management System (PEMS)
and its replacement, from 1989, with a new sys-
tem of cabinet committees, centred upon an
Expenditure Review Committee.

• A high-profile, broad-scope exercise entitled Pub-
lic Service 2000 (PS 2000), whichwas to empower
civil servants, cut red tape, and improve service to
the public. PS 2000 was announced in December
1989. In 1990 a white paper, The renewal of the
public service in Canada, was published.

• The creation of a new type of decentralized
agency, the Special Operating Agency (SOA),
which was to enjoy greater managerial flexibil-
ity, while remaining within the framework of
ministerial departments. The first five SOAs
were announced in December 1989. Others fol-
lowed, and from the late 1990s major efforts
were made to provide integrated (or ‘joined-up’)
services through SOAs such as Service Canada
(Kernaghan, 2009a, 2009b).

Further reforms followed the fall of the Progressive
Conservative administration in March 1993. Some
of the more significant were:

1993: Service Standards Initiative, to encourage
departments and agencies to develop and publish
service standards. By 1995 two-thirds of depart-
ments were said to be well advanced in this exercise.

June 1993: a radical restructuring of the machinery
of central government by Mulroney’s Progressive
Conservative successor, Campbell. The size of the
Cabinet was reduced from thirty-five to twenty-

three and a number of departments were merged
or eliminated. Campbell’s government was short-
lived. In October 1993 the Liberals, under Chré-
tien, returned to power.

February 1994: a process of Program Review was
launched. Unlike some previous expenditure
reduction exercises this one was able to mobilize
considerable collective support within the Cabinet,
and was carried through to implementation in the
1995 and subsequent budgets. It went beyond sim-
ple cost-cutting and entailed a broad reconsider-
ation and prioritization of the role of the federal
government in Canadian society (Aucoin and
Savoie, 1998).

February 1995: a new Expenditure Management
System (EMS) was introduced which considerably
tightened the previous approach to the use of
budgetary reserves. Under EMS it was assumed
that all new programmes and programme increases
would have to be financed by reallocations within
departments’ budgetary envelopes. The govern-
ment also committed itself to the introduction of
full accruals accounting.

June 1995: a Quality Services Initiative approved
by Cabinet, aimed at increasing measured client
satisfaction.

1996: introduction of Improved Reporting to Par-
liament Project (IRPP) with the aim of enhancing
the accountability of ministers and departments to
Parliament.

1996: clerk to the Privy Council launched an ini-
tiative named La Relève designed to tackle what was
said to be a ‘quiet crisis’ in the Canadian public
service. ‘This was the result of years of downsizing
and pay freezes, criticism, insufficient recruitment,
and the premature departure of experienced public
servants’ (Bourgon, 1998, p. 18). Initiatives were
invited from departments to revitalize the public
service.

1997: publication of Accounting for results (President
of the Treasury Board, 1997), which for the first time
brought together results statements for all
departments.

2000: introduction of Results-based Management
and Accountability Frameworks (RMAFs) to sup-
port the regular evaluation of transfer payments
programmes

2001: launch of the Public Service Modernization
initiative, focusing on HRM and aiming to reduce
detailed central control and introduce more
flexibility.
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2003: full implementation of accruals accounting
in the federal government. (The original decision
to introduce it had been taken in 1995—see Baker
and Rennie, 2006.)

2003–6: external audit committees created for each
department and agency.

2004: auditor general’s report on what became
known as the ‘sponsorship scandal’ initiated an
intense political crisis, lasting for more than year
and significantly contributing to the loss of popu-
larity of the Liberal government of Prime Minister
Martin, and their eventual electoral defeat in 2006
(Auditor General, 2004). A 1996–2004 federal spon-
sorship programme in the province of Quebec
turned out to have been riddled with corruption.
The programme was intended to raise awareness
within Quebec of the federal government’s contri-
butions to the Quebec economy. The auditor gen-
eral’s report revealed, inter alia, that up to C$100
million of the C$250 million programme had been
paid to Liberal Party-friendly advertising firms and
Crown corporations which had performed little or
no work. Eventually the scandal tarnished both pol-
itical and civil service reputations, and lowered pub-
lic trust. The official in charge of the programme
was tried and convicted on five counts of fraud.

2004–5: the Liberal government (now in a minor-
ity), defending itself against sponsorship scandal
criticisms, introduced a whole series of reforms,
including the creation of a Comptrollership Gen-
eral of Canada (Thomas, 2009, p. 241).

2005: launch of Service Canada, a hybrid agency
offering a single window for the delivery of a wide
range of public services (including employment
insurance and pensions) for thirteen departments
and agencies. Operated through (a) Internet, (b)
telephone, (c) conventional postal service, and
(d) a network of local offices. It involved 22,000
employees, operated on a citizen-centred business
model (Kernaghan, 2009b), and reported to themin-
ister for human resources and skills development.

2006: general election. The Conservative party
defeated the Liberals (after thirteen years in
power). Harper became prime minister.

2006: Federal Accountability Act made deputy
ministers accountable to parliamentary commit-
tees, established a parliamentary budgetary
office, extended the power of the auditor general,
and introduced a systematic evaluation of the gov-
ernment’s grant and contributions programmes
(McCormack, 2007).

2006: new government website introduced ‘Tools
and resources for parliamentarians’. Intended to
provide MPs with a simplified way of finding
many government reports and plans.
From 2000 onwards: development of several plans
and frameworks for financial management, such as
the MAF (Management Accountability Framework,
which was amended several times by the Treasury
Board Secretariat), the Framework for Financial
Management (2010), Management, Resources and
Results Structures (MRRS from 2010 and amended
in 2012), and the Public Sector Modernization Act
(from 2003 and amended in 2014).

M. The implementation process

During the 1980s the implementation process
in Canada appears to have been a somewhat
uncertain one, at least in the sense that a number
of the initiatives petered out after a relatively
short period. Examples of such disappointments
include:

• ‘Notwithstanding its early support, the Mulroney
government did not follow through on the great
majority of the Nielsen recommendations . . .
Indeed, the great majority of programs reviewed
are still in place and virtually intact’ (Savoie,
1994, p. 130).

• The ‘make-or-buy’ policy of 1986 did not make
much progress beyond the pilot project phase,
and was abandoned in 1990.

• Despite the early development of a privatization
plan, substantive progress on this policy had
dwindled by 1987. The Department of Finance
insisted that revenues from privatization sales
should go into the Consolidated Revenue Fund,
and departmental ministers became increasingly
resistant to ‘losing’ ‘their’ Crown corporations or
subsidiaries.

• The success of IMAA was limited. Six years after
its introduction only about one-third of depart-
ments had agreed to sign an MOU with the
Treasury Board, and those that did sometimes
complained of a mass of paperwork for only
limited real autonomy.

• ‘Even its most ardent supporter admits that PS
2000 is not living up to expectations’ (Savoie,
1994, p. 241). The expectation that central
agencies would be cut back was not fulfilled.
There was a widespread perception that PS 2000
remained a top-down exercise which produced
more reports than action.
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• Mulroney’s programme for downsizing the civil
service produced a reduction of only 15,000, and
about half these positions were actually trans-
ferred to provincial governments or other parts
of the public sector (Savoie, 1994, pp. 266–7).

• ‘Although the experiences with SOAs have been
positive, it is not clear whether they are suffi-
ciently different from traditional departments
to support flexible and innovative service deliv-
ery’ (OECD, 1997b, p. 44).

• During the 1980s ‘governments became increas-
ingly pre-occupied with the deficit and the debt,
but were unable to come to grips with it. The
period was characterized by unachievable deficit
reduction targets and regular across-the-board
cuts, primarily targeted at operations’ (Harder
and Lindquist, 1997, p. 80). Net public debt
increased from C$168 billion in 1984 to C$508
billion in 1993.

After 1994, conditions for implementation eased.
The Canadian economy began to improve, and a
very experienced prime minister (Chrétien) was
able to establish a relatively disciplined Cabinet.
The 1994 Program Review exercise and the 1995
budget were generally regarded as successful exer-
cises. However, there remained a doubt about the
connections between the higher levels of the fed-
eral government—especially the central agencies—
and ‘middle management’ in the operational agen-
cies and the departments. This tension continued
into the twenty-first century, as the federal govern-
ment became increasingly centralized, but at the
same time the complexity of implementing ‘inte-
grated public governance’ in cooperation with the
provinces increased.

N. Reforms actually achieved

There has been no systematic evaluation of public
management reform in Canada during this
period, although there have been a number of
specific reviews and assessments of particular ini-
tiatives. Notable among these have been the

sometimes sharply critical reports of the auditor
general (e.g. Auditor General of Canada, 1993,
1997, 2004).

As indicated in Section M, it appears that Can-
ada suffers (or at least suffered) from a significant
‘implementation gap’, with many initiatives fail-
ing to meet anything like their full expectations.
The 1994 Program Review exercise, thanks to a
favourable set of political circumstances surround-
ing its launch, appears to be an important excep-
tion to this, but it would have been optimistic to
expect such circumstances to continue indefinitely
(Aucoin and Savoie, 1998). There were signs, for
example, that implementation of elements of the
2006 Federal Accountability Act was weak (e.g.
some retreat on access to government information,
an underfunded and tightly controlled parliamen-
tary budget officer).

Some particular studies shed light on aspects
of the reforms. For example, Bilodeau et al.
(2007) examined the productivity of five federal
SOAs before and after corporatization (there were
twenty SOAs in all at the time they undertook
their research). They found statistically significant
increases in outputs for a majority of their cases,
but other measures (cost efficiency) were less
clear, and in any case there was great variation
between individual agencies, with some indicat-
ing performance declines. Neither did this study
include measurement of service quality or user
satisfaction, so, overall, it cannot be interpreted
as more than a mild endorsement of the idea that
autonomization can sometimes increase technical
efficiency.

Finally, even if Canadawas always keen on focus-
ing on performance, the performance data for 108
organizations donot suggest thatfinancial resources
have been reallocated from low-performing to high-
performing programmes. Rather, low-performing
programmes were somewhat more likely, on aver-
age, to receive budget increases in the subsequent
year than programmes that met targets or did not
present measurable performance data (Shaw and
Wong, 2014, p. i).
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Key events: Canada

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1981–4 Pierre Trudeau (Liberal) PM
1984 (June–September) Turner

(Liberal) PM
1984–93 Mulroney (Progressive

Conservatives) PM

Pierre Trudeau’s was a rather tired administration (it
was his fifth term as PM). Mulroney launched
many reforms but few were effectively
implemented (Savoie, 1994)

1984 Nielsen Task Force on Improving Government
Efficiency (very ‘NPM-ish’, half composed of
businessmen)

Policy and Expenditure Management
System (PEMS) had been
introduced

1978/9 This was a multi-year
expenditure plan

1986–90 1990 First Special Operating Agencies (SOAs), e.g.
Passport Office (see review in Auditor General of
Canada, 2001)

1988 Creation of Canadian Centre for
Management Development (a kind
of civil service college). Later
became the Canadian School of
Public Service.

1989 Launch of Public Service 2000

1991–5 1993 (March–October) Campbell
(progressive Conservative) PM

1993–2003 Chrétien (Liberal) PM

1993 Number of departments reduced from
32 to 24.

1994 Declaration of Quality Service Delivery
Standards to Canadians

1995 Quality Service Initiative, including a
commitment regularly to measure citizen
satisfaction (see Erin Research Inc., 1998, 2005,
2008)

1992 Public Service Reform Act 1994 Program Review exercise
effectively restrained public
spending and moved towards a
balanced budget (Aucoin and
Savoie, 1998)

Expenditure Management System
(EMS) commitment introduces
accruals accounting

1996–2000 1996 Improved Reporting to
Parliament (IRPP) project
launched

1997 Creation of Citizen-Centred Service Network
(later the Public Sector Service Delivery
Council—Kernaghan, 2009a)

1999 Creation of Government-on-Line (GOL),
aimed at using ICTs to improve the quality of
public services to citizens

2000 Service Improvement Intitiative (SII)—aimed
at continuous improvement and standard-
setting. SII and GOL both concluded operations
in 2006

2000 Creation of Canada Customs and Revenue
Agency

2000 Publication of Results for Canadians: a
management framework for the government of
Canada

1996 Task Force on Public Service
Values and Ethics

1997 La Relève: report by the clerk to
the Privy Council and secretary to
the Cabinet on the state of the
Canadian public service

2000 Results-based Management and
Accountability Frameworks
(RMAFs) to support the evaluation
of transfer payment programmes



2001–5 2003–6 Martin (Liberal) PM 2004 Auditor general’s report on what became
known as the ‘sponsorship scandal’. This
initiated an intense political crisis lasting for
more than a year, contributing to the fall of the
Liberal government (Auditor General, 2004).

2005 Launch of Service Canada, a hybrid agency
offering a single window for the delivery of a
wide range of services on behalf of thirteen
departments and agencies (Kernaghan, 2009b)

2003 Public Service Modernizing
Act—significant federal human
resources management reform;
changes how the federal
government hires, manages, and
supports its employees (Treasury
Board of Canada Secretariat,
2008)

2003 Full implementation of accruals
accounting in the federal
government (Baker and Rennie,
2006)

2003–6 Martin reforms established
external audit committees in all
departmental agencies

2003 Freeze on major capital projects
and reclassifications (Veldhuis and
Clemens, 2003)

2003 Expenditure Review
Committee—to review all federal
government spending in order to
reduce costs and streamline
government spending

2006–10 2006–8 Harper (Progressive
Conservatives) PM

2008–11 Harper (Progressive
Conservatives) (minority
government)

2006 New government website—‘Tools and
resources for parliamentarians’

2009 Public Sector Equitable
Compensation Act—focuses on
proactive and timely approach to
equal compensation for work of
equal value within federal public
sector (Government of Canada,
2017)

2006 Federal Accountability Act—
flagship legislation for the new
Conservative administration.
Created a Parliamentary Budget
Office and extended the powers of
the auditor general. Introduced a
systematic evaluation of grant
and contribution programmes
(McCormack, 2007). All
programmes were to be evaluated
over a five-year cycle. Deputy
ministers (the top civil servants)
were made directly answerable to
parliamentary committees (Franks,
2009).

2010–15 2011–15 Harper (Progressive
Conservatives) (majority
government)

2014 Fair Elections Act—Aim was to
eliminate electoral fraud; critics

2013 Blueprint 2020 exercise—process of
engaging public servants to develop a vision for
a world-class public service and its
operationalization in concrete actions. Focused
on five priority action areas (innovative practices
and networking, processes and empowerment,

2014 Amendment of the 2003 Public
Sector Modernization Act as a
result of the 2011 Report of the
Review of the Public Service
Modernization Act of 2003

2010 Treasury Board Policy
Framework for Financial
Management. Presents roles,
responsibilities, and key principles
in the Policy on Financial

(continued )
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Period General Organization Personnel Finance

say it weakens power of Elections
Canada (Livesey, 2015)

technology, people management, fundamentals
of public service) (Clerk to the Privy Council,
2015)

2010 Open Government Resolution. Extended
access to information legislation with citizen
participation through focus on Open Data,
Open Information and Open Dialogue (Conteh
and Roberge 2014).

Management (Treasury Board of
Canada Secretariat, 2010a).

2010 Policy on Management,
Resources and Results Structures
(MRRS) (amended in 2012).
Supports government-wide
approach to identification of
programmes and collection,
management, and reporting of
financial and non-financial
information relative to those
programmes in line with the
principles of the Management
Accountability Framework (MAF)
(Treasury Board of Canada
Secretariat 2010b).

2015 Justin Trudeau (Liberal) majority
government

Announcement that ‘Government
scientists and experts will be able to
speak freely about their work to the
media and the public.’



THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Preface

The European Commission is an ‘odd one out’ in
this book, in the sense that it is not a national gov-
ernment, and, indeed, to think of it as though it
were would be highly misleading. The Commission
is one important component—the main ‘executive’
component—in the unique and tremendously com-
plex formation of institutions that make up the
European Union (see Peterson and Shackleton,
2002, for a clear treatment). A Commission reform
document describes the Commission’s original role
as follows:

It was established to act impartially in the interests of
the European Community as a whole and to act as
guardian of the founding Treaties, notably by exercis-
ing its right of legislative initiative; controlling Mem-
ber States’ respect of community law; negotiating
commercial agreements on behalf of the Community,
implementing the common policies and ensuring that
competition in the Community was not distorted.

(European Commission, 2000a, p. 1)

Over the years, however, the Commission took on
a wide range of new tasks. Not only did it help to
devise new policies and legislative initiatives (as
originally intended); not only did it carry out
ever-more extensive regulatory functions (for
example in relation to competition within the Sin-
gle European Market); it also acquired a substantial
burden of administrative tasks. By 2000 almost half
the Commission’s officials were engaged in the
management of programmes and projects of vari-
ous kinds. Thus it performs a significant set of
management tasks, and forms a suitable subject for
treatment in this book.

A. Socio-economic forces: general

For details of the socio-economic forces affecting
the member states, see the country files for those
member states elsewhere in Appendix B.

The ‘gross value-added’ for the fifteen member
state economies fell slightly in 1994 but then rose
strongly for the rest of the period to 2000. The
second half of the 1990s—unlike both the early
1990s and the early 1980s—was thus a period in
which the EU as a whole was generally free from

acute economic pressures. Growth then slowed
significantly from 2001, but picked up again after
2003 until the global economic crisis in 2008. From
2010 onwards the European Commission was at
the centre of ongoing struggles to ‘rescue’ the euro-
zone and, more specifically, those eurozone mem-
ber states which had the most pronounced
economic problems, including Greece, Ireland,
Italy, Portugal, and Spain. At the time of writing
this struggle was still very much in progress.

B. Global economic forces

By 1999 the EU was the world’s largest single trad-
ing block in services, and was only slightly behind
the USA in its share of total world transactions in
goods. By 2008 the combined GDP of the twenty-
seven member states (15.3 billion US$) exceeded
the GDP of the USA (14.4 billion US$) and was far
ahead of China (7.9 billion US$), though with a
much lower growth rate. Like the USA, however,
the EU has been pressured by the rapid growth and
competitiveness of (especially) China, India, and
Brazil. A continuing point of pressure has been
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which,
although quite strongly reformed, continues to
provide a considerable measure of protection for
EU farmers against agricultural products from else-
where. The CAP is currently responsible for about
40 per cent of the EU budget, although this per-
centage has been declining for quite some time.

The EU Commission is often seen as an instiga-
tor of austerity policies in Europeanmember states.
The Baroso Commission also implemented a var-
iety of austerity measures within the Commission
itself, including decisions to freeze salaries for one
year in 2011 and for two years from 2013. Further-
more, the retirement age of EU civil servants was
raised from 63 to 66, and working times were raised
from 37.5 hours per week to forty hours per week.
Furthermore, the 2014–20 EU Multi-annual Finan-
cial Framework was the first to be characterized by
a net reduction in the budget. Commission Presi-
dent Junker promised that his new European Com-
mission would be ‘big on big things, and small on
small things’.

Goetz and Patz (2016) investigated how the
Commission reacted to increasing budget pressure,
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and found evidence of increased centralization.
They argue that the Commission’s leadership and
Secretariat-General have reacted by engaging in
earlier intervention and more intensive monitor-
ing of budgeting. However, despite the increased
high-level administrative attention for budgeting,
the Directorates-General (DGs) budget remains the
central actor in the annual budget procedure
(Goetz and Patz, 2016).

C. Socio-demographic change

The total population of the twenty-eight EU mem-
ber states reached 508 million in 2015. Within this
total the proportions aged over 65 and over 80 also
rose. Despite this absolute growth, however, the
proportion of the world population living in the
EU countries has fallen since 1980, due to more
rapid growth in other parts of the world.

D. Socio-economic policies

It is only a slight exaggeration to say that, during the
past two decades, the Commission has presided
over a revolution in EU economic policy. After a
period of stagnation in the late 1970s and early
1980s, the pace of policy development picked up.
A landmark was the Commission’s 1985 white
paper on the Single European Market. This was fol-
lowed, the following year, by the Single European
Act, which committedmember states to completing
a single market by 1993. This programme brought
with it an enhanced role for the Commission, not
only ‘internally’ as the regulator of the market, but
also externally, as the central actor managing the
interface between the single market and the wider
world trade system. In 1988 the Council asked the
Commission to develop a plan for achieving Eco-
nomic and Monetary Union (EMU). The eventual
upshot of this was the launch, on 1 January 2002, of
a single currency (the euro), watched over by a sin-
gle, independent European Central Bank.

The Commission’s presence in the social policy
field is not nearly as soundly based in the European
treaties as is its economic activity. Most of its
resources are directed elsewhere. Nevertheless, by a
variety of stratagems the Commission has edged
into social policy, especially in the areas of employ-
ment law, equal opportunities, and health and
safety issues. Increasingly, also, the largest EUbudget
line—the CAP—is being converted into a vehicle for
a kind of social policy for rural regeneration, envir-
onmental protection, and diversification.

In the twenty-first century the Commission has
also become something of an international leader
in environmental policies, especially in the field of
combating climate change. It was a particularly
prominent player at the (nevertheless disappoint-
ing) 2009 Copenhagen climate conference, though
its role as a pace-setter had dwindled somewhat by
the time of the 2015 Paris conference.

E. The political system

The political systemwithin which the Commission
operates has evolved quite rapidly over the past
thirty-five years. In institutional terms the system
comprises the Commission itself (headed by
the College of Commissioners—political appoint-
ments proposed by the member states), the Coun-
cil of Ministers (ministers from the member states),
and the European Parliament (members directly
elected from the member states).

During this period the EU enlarged its member-
ship four times. In 1981 Greece joined; in 1986
Portugal and Spain; in 1995 Austria, Finland, and
Sweden. The most dramatic enlargement came in
2006 when Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Cyprus, and
Malta became members. This was followed, in
2007, by the addition of Bulgaria and Romania,
and finally by Croatia in 2013, creating the current
EU of twenty-eight members. In 2016 the UK voted
by referendum to leave the EU (Brexit), and the two-
year process of formal negotiation to give effect to
this was expected to begin in 2017 at the earliest.

The countries involved in the 2004 and 2007
enlargements formed a much less economically
developed group than the earlier members, and
one which included states which had only
emerged from Communist rule/membership of
the Soviet Block since 1990. Clearly, each succes-
sive enlargement increased the size and complexity
of the Council of Ministers. Since each member
state has traditionally had at least one commis-
sioner, it also changed the shape of the upper
reaches of the EU Commission. Enlargements
have also helped to generate an ongoing evolution
of voting procedures, with more and more issues
being assigned to qualified majority voting (where
the number of votes allocated to each state is pro-
portionate to its size) so as to avoid the potential
deadlocks of a requirement of unanimity.

The political system has also changed in other
ways. The European Parliament has developed its
role considerably (Peterson and Shackleton, 2002,
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chapter 5). The first direct elections to this body
took place in 1979. In 1980 the Isoglucose judgment
of the European Court of Justice made it clear
that the Council of Ministers could not adopt
Community legislation without consulting the
Parliament. In 1987 the Parliament gained further
influence through a new cooperation procedure,
which meant that, for certain categories of legisla-
tion, the Council of Ministers could only overrule
the Parliament if it acted unanimously. The Maas-
tricht Treaty of 1992 further extended Parliament’s
role. Finally the dramatic 1999 resignation of the
entire College of Commissioners—the fall of the
Santer Commission—was triggered to a significant
extent by fear of an imminent vote of censure in
the Parliament. This provided an indelible mark of
the growing significance of the Parliament for the
work of the Commission. Subsequently the Parlia-
ment carved itself a role in holding hearings and
approving the candidates selected for the College
of Commissioners.

Despite thesemany and significant changes, one
original feature of the Commission’s political pos-
ition remains. As Christiansen (2001, p. 100) puts
it, ‘there is an inherent contradiction in the Com-
mission providing both political leadership and an
impartial civil service to the EU system’.

F. New management ideas

In general it could be said that the Commission has
not been particularly receptive to management
ideas coming from outside—or, at least, not as far
as the reform of its own structures and proce-
dures has been concerned. It is self-consciously
‘different’—unique—and has never been as open
to private sector management ideas as, say, the
governments of the USA or the UK. The reforms
since the mid-1990s have been very much ‘home-
grown’ and not directly modelled on those of any
guru or school of thought such as NPM (Levy,
2004), even if they have shared some of the rhet-
oric (‘decentralization’, ‘performance’). Since the
1999 collapse of the Santer Commission, ideas of
strategy and transparency have gained significant
footholds within the Commission, and both of
these are obviously drawn from the wider inter-
national stream of public management ideas.

The Commission has also acted to facilitate the
spread of certain management ideas among the
member states. It has helped to promote TQM,
and has supported the development of a simplified
version of the European Foundation for Quality

Management model of excellence, known as the
Common Assessment Framework (CAF). For the
main part, however, these activities have constituted
the promotion of certain techniques for use elsewhere
(in member states or in EU programmes which are
administered on a decentralized basis) rather than
within the core of the Commission itself.

G. Pressure from citizens

It is hard for citizens to exert any direct pressure on
the Commission. On the whole it has few direct
contacts with citizens—most EU programmes are
administered by member states, with the Commis-
sion acting at a distance to formulate the objectives
and rules, to supply some or all of the finance, and
to regulate ormonitor the activities ‘on the ground’.
The Commission does not itself provide extensive
public services, as do national and local authorities.

Nevertheless, in a more general way the
Commission—together with the Council and the
Parliament—is certainly concerned with the gen-
eral problem of falling trust in EU institutions and
declining voter turnout at European elections
(Peterson and Shackleton, 2002, pp. 8–9). This con-
cern may well have been one motive behind the
theme of ‘transparency’ which was embraced in
the 2000 white paper, Reforming the Commission
(European Commission, 2000a). However, the
advent of austerity and the prolonged crisis in the
eurozone have considerably exacerbated the polit-
ical and legitimacy problems facing the EU.

H. Party political ideas

The reform of the Commission does not seem to
have been much affected by party political ideas.
The Commission is not ‘run’ by one or two parties,
like most national governments. There is no direct
channel by which the ideas of a particular political
party could come to dominate the reform discus-
sion within the Commission. This is not to say, of
course, that politics do not have any influence.
Changes in the upper reaches of the Commission
are usually a focus for intensive ‘bureau politics’,
but that is a different kind of politics, not usually
conducted along party lines.

I. Chance events

One may debate whether it was ‘chance’ or ‘an
accident waiting to happen’, but the series of scan-
dals and inefficiencies which gradually engulfed
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the Santer Commission (1995–9) certainly left
their mark on the ongoing process of reform. The
eventual resignation of that Commission made a
fresh reform effort virtually inevitable. Arguably,
however, it also biased attention towards an
agenda of control (tightening procedures and
audit) and away from the agenda of efficiency and
performance (see, e.g., Committee of Independent
Experts, 1999). The ensuing reforms embraced
both themes, but some evidence suggests that the
former, rather than the latter, has been more vig-
orously implemented.

J. Elite decision-making

While there is certainly an ‘elite’ within the Com-
mission, it is quite a diverse one. As far as reform is
concerned, the key actors are probably the commis-
sioners themselves, plus the directors-general (heads
of the main vertical divisions within the Commis-
sion). These two groups come from all the member
states, and therefore from a wide range of political
and administrative cultures (Ban, 2010b). Even
when they can agree that a particular reform may
be desirable, they face a number of powerful con-
straints. In practice, major reformswould have to be
acceptable to the Council of Ministers, and
‘saleable’ to the European Parliament. Last, but by
no means least, the Commission is home to strong
trade unions (‘syndicates’), which have long prac-
tice in defending their members’ strong tenure and
not inconsiderable privileges.

The elite is advised by personal cabinets of offi-
cials (often quite young) and by ad hoc teams and
task forces. The selection ofmembers of these influ-
ential teams and cabinets is commonly quite
personalized—this is not a transparent process
based on qualifications and merit, but rather a
commissioner picking (from those who are willing
and available) individuals s/he thinks will be effect-
ive and loyal helpers in the process of forming and
negotiating a set of feasible reform proposals.

Two of the stronger internal rules within the
Commission are that the commissioners decide on
proposals collegially, not individually, and that pro-
posals which come up fromwithin the Commission
must be cleared and agreed horizontally with all the
directorates which have a legitimate interest in the
issue at hand. Both these rules help to ensure that
the proposals of a single individual, or doctrinally
committed group, are unlikely to be acceptable
unless considerable compromises are made.

K. The administrative system

A popular image in the Britishmass media is that of
a ‘bloated Brussels bureaucracy’. In reality, while
the Commission certainly possesses many of the
classic characteristics of a bureaucracy (strict hier-
archy, lots of ‘red tape’), it is not at all large, relative
to the long list of responsibilities attributed to it.
The total number of Commission staff in 2007 was
about 23,000, plus 9,000 ‘external’ staff (detached
or temporary). These numbers included more than
2,000 translators and interpreters (to handle the
need to translate the many documents and
speeches into all the Community languages). The
number of A-grade staff (the policy and manage-
ment group) was just over 6,000.

At the top sits the College of Commissioners
itself. These twenty-eight (one for each member
state) are mainly ex-politicians, and are supposed
to work on a collegial basis, not as individual min-
isters, each with their own unique sphere of
authority (Christiansen, 2001).

The work is divided into more than twenty
directors-general, and a number of other services
(most importantly, the Legal Service and the
Secretariat-General). The directors-general (whose
exact number varies over time, with mergers
and new creations) are functionally defined (e.g.
Agriculture, Budget, Energy and Transport—see
Peterson and Shackleton, 2002, p. 145). Most are
sectoral (‘vertical’—e.g. energy) but a few are hori-
zontal, cutting across the sectors (e.g. budget).
Traditionally DGs are fairly hierarchical, and the
divisions between them are quite deep. In other
words, the directors-general are powerfully placed
at the top of strong vertical ladders of authority,
and horizontal coordination between these
twenty-plus ‘commands’ is weak. For a long time
the administrative culture of the Commission rep-
resented a blend of the hierarchical and legalistic-
ally oriented French and German traditions. The
‘Kinnock reforms’ of 2000–4 aimed to improve
strategic coordination but it is debatable how suc-
cessful they were.

The most senior official in the Commission is
the Secretary-General. All permanent staff enjoy
high security of tenure. The nationalities of the
A-grades in any particular part of the organization
are deliberately mixed up so as to try to prevent
the formation of ‘national groups’ which could
influence a given programme or project (i.e. if you
are an A-grade German, you are unlikely to have
another German as your boss). There is an unofficial
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national quota system for the top three grades (A1
to A3). (Details of how all this works are spelled out
in Page, 1997, but it should be noted that the Kin-
nock reforms since 2000 have had as one of their
aims the reduction of the ‘flags on posts’, or quota
system for top positions.)

The directors-general report to the commis-
sioner responsible for their particular function.
The precise definition of functions and the exact
portfolios of individual commissioners change
constantly over time, in roughly the same way as
frequent reallocations or definitions of function
take place in many national governments. Com-
missioners are supposed to assume full political
responsibility for the Commission’s actions, with
directors-general being responsible for sound
implementation. In practice the line between pol-
icy and implementation in the EU is probably even
harder to draw than in national governments.

L. Content of the reform package

Between 1980 and the mid-1990s there were few
attempts to reform the management of the Com-
mission. During this period its tasks and size grew
considerably, and in particular it took on more
executive functions—running projects and pro-
grammes. The famous French president of the
Commission between 1985 and 1995, Jacques De-
lors, was keen to expand the range of Commission
activities, but seems to have been little interested
in issues of efficiency or performance manage-
ment. Expert observers refer to ‘the inefficiencies
and immobilisme that plagued the services’
(Peterson and Shackleton, 2002, p. 156).

In 1995 the Santer Commission launched a pro-
gramme entitled Sound and effective management
2000 (SEM 2000), quickly followed, in 1997, by a
further development calledModernization of admin-
istration and personnel policy (MAP 2000). SEM 2000
was aimed at updating financial management
practices and creating a system whereby EU pro-
grammes would be subject to regular, independent
evaluation (European Commission, 1997a; 1998).
MAP 2000 was aimed at decentralizing and simpli-
fying the Byzantine system of personnel and
administrative procedures (European Commission,
1997b). The Santer Commission also launched an
exercise called DECODE (1997–9), which aimed
at inventorizing staff and their functions. It was per-
haps significant that such an elaborate and time-
consuming exercise was needed simply so that the
Commission could accurately see what its own staff

were spending their time doing. SEM 2000, MAP
2000, andDECODEeach got quite a longway before
the end of the Santer Commission (1999), although
none was entirely complete. A brief assessment of
them is given in Section N.

After the fall of the Santer Commission, the
incoming Prodi Commission was obliged to make
major reforms. It built upon these previous attempts
at reform, and gave its own effort a high profile. It
quickly published a white paper on Reforming the
Commission (European Commission, 2000a). The
major changes envisaged were:

• Strategic priority setting and resource allocation
(particularly a system of Activity-Based Manage-
ment, or ABM, plus a policy of ‘externalizing’
operational tasks and activities so as to be able
to refocus on policy priorities—see European
Commission, 2000a and 2001).

• Human resourcemanagement (HRM) (decentral-
izing responsibility for staff management, and
simplifying and clarifying procedures; introdu-
cing better training and career planning).

• Financial management (setting up a proper
internal audit service and better ‘fraud-proofing’
of legislation; decentralizing financial controls to
individual directors-general).

Although there has been nothing since the Kin-
nock reforms which has matched them for com-
prehensiveness or public attention, there have
been various moves to modernize different aspects
of the Commission’s working. Transparency has
become a major issue (see, e.g., Regulation (EC)
no.1049/2001). A transparency register has been
introduced which could, potentially, challenge
the culture of ‘cronyism’. The theme of simplifying
and reducing the regulatory burden has been a
hardy perennial. One important innovation here
has been the use of regulatory impact assessment
to test the economic, social, and environmental
impact of new EU regulations—on this and most
other reforms, see the Europa website (<https://
europa.eu/european-union>) for details. Also the
prospect of having to hire 4,600 new staff as the
2004 enlargement approached galvanized a big
change in recruitment procedures (Ban, 2010a).
A European Personnel Selection Office was set up
in 2002 and has introduced a much more modern-
looking system, including assessment centres
and competency testing. Finally, the period
since the Kinnock reforms has seen considerable
growth in the practice of internal audit within the
Commission.
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M. Implementation process

Implementation of the SEM 2000 and MAP 2000
reforms conspicuously lacked a central focus and
leadership, and were eventually overtaken by the
collapse of the Santer Commission.

The Kinnock white paper had a clearer action
plan (European Commission, 2000, Part 2), with
many of the important actions falling to the
secretary-general, a man who had previously been
chief adviser (chef de cabinet) to Mr Prodi, the new
president. Nevertheless, a quick perusal of this docu-
ment should suffice to convince the reader of the
complexity of the implementation process for a
reform of this type. It was also noticeable how, dur-
ing implementation, the HRM elements came to
take up a larger and larger share of effort (Mr Kin-
nock himself felt obliged to attend many dozens of
meetings with the syndicates) and the performance-
oriented elements of the reforms seemed to take
second place. Furthermore, the rhetorical flourishes
concerning decentralization seem to have lost out to
a strong bureaucratic logic of further centralization
in the name of tighter control (Levy, 2004).

The ongoing reform of recruitment procedures
appeared to be accomplished with surprising ease,
but a detailed analysis indicates that the imple-
mentation of these changes holds a number of
potential pitfalls, and that their final impact is
likely to be less than revolutionary (Ban, 2010a).

N. Results achieved

This is hard to say, not least because many elem-
ents within the recent reforms have been expressed
in very general terms and/or are hard to measure.
The reform package announced by Vice President
Kinnock in March 2000 included an action plan
and, in 2003, the Commission published a progress
review in which it was claimed that real advances
had beenmadewith eighty-seven of the ninety-four
recommended actions (European Commission,
2003). Further analysis indicates a somewhat less
rosy picture, in that the majority of the ‘actions’
were preliminary or intermediate rather than final,
and even some of the ‘successes’—such as ABM—

mayhave fallen far short ofwhatmight be supposed
from the management textbooks (Levy, 2004).
There have certainly been important changes in
procedure, such as the introduction of ABM and
the creation of an internal audit service. Financial
procedures have changed—though whether they
have become more efficient or effective in some

more fundamental sense can be debated. The new
emphasis on the individual responsibility of
directors-general, coupled with new promotion
and grading procedures and annual activity plans,
could begin to shift the management culture, but at
the time of writing there is little hard evidence that
this has been achieved. As for the new commitment
to strategy, there has been no shortage of annual
and five-year strategy documents (see European
Commission website), but again it is not clear how
far these go beyond paper exercises to paint a post
hoc coherence over what remains underneath a
fairly opportunistic collection of policies and pro-
grammes. Specific indicators or measures are rare
(Ellinas and Suleiman, 2008, p. 713).

Turning to the growth of EU agencies, a recent
evaluation suggests that there is plenty still to do if
these are going to be firmly steered and effectively
evaluated by the Commission (Ramb�ll/Euréval/
Matrix, 2009). Finally, it should be mentioned
that the regulatory impact assessment process was
recently given a fairly clean bill of health by the
European Court of Auditors, a body that has often
been quite critical of the Commission in the past
(European Court of Auditors, 2010).

Whether there has been any basic shift in the
bureaucratic and hierarchical culture of the Com-
mission therefore remains doubtful. There is a
sense in which the reforms have themselves been
bureaucratized during implementation, so that
the original rhetorical emphasis on a more
performance-oriented approach has partly evapor-
ated under the welter of new rules about financial
procedure, internal audit, and personnel manage-
ment (Ellinas and Suleiman, 2008). However,
longer-term changes in the Commission’s culture
may come more from the influx of ‘new blood’
with different backgrounds coming from the
more recent member states than from specific
reform instruments (Ban, 2010b).

There was a formal evaluation of the earlier
(1995–9) SEM 2000 reform programme. The evalu-
ators found that some significant progress had
been made in setting up financial units within
each DG, and in embedding evaluation as a regular
practice. However, they were of the opinion that
‘The effectiveness of the implementation of SEM
2000 is being undermined by some basic problems
which inhibit effective change’ (Evaluation
Partnership, 1999, p. 4). These problems included
a lack of ownership and leadership, and a certain
incoherence to the reform programme itself. It
might also be said that in their original conception
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SEM 2000 and MAP 2000 were quite cautious
and modest, if measured against the standards of
major public management reforms in, say, New
Zealand and the UK, or even France, Sweden, or
the USA. This may not, however, be a fair yardstick
because the Commission is in several crucial
respects quite unlike a national government.

The Commission is an exceptionally complex
organization, and one in which it is extraordinarily
difficult to formulate and execute fundamental
reform. It does not provide many services direct to
citizens, being mainly concerned with transferring
funds to other bodies, and with regulation and

legislative initiatives. Much of its work is carried on
within tight legislative frameworks, which permit
little discretion to individual managers. The basic
rules for setting six-year budget totals through the
Council of Ministers (the ‘Financial Perspective’)
create a situation in which incentives for ‘savings’
and ‘efficiency’ have much less force than in some
national systems (the European Parliament has fre-
quently criticized the Commission for failing to
spend up to the hilt). Its multiculturalism and col-
legiate principles furthermilitate against implemen-
tation of the kind of fast, single-track reforms which
have been possible in some of the NPM countries.
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Key events: The European Commission

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1981–5 Thorn Commission
1981 Greece becomes a member state
1985–95 Delors Commissions

1986–90 1986 Portugal and Spain become member states
1987 Single European Act enters into force

Under Delors, the Commission acquires many
new programmes and functions

1991–5 1993 Maastricht Treaty enters into force
1995 Austria, Finland, and Sweden become

member states
1995–9 Santer Commission

1995 Sound and Effective Management
programme (SEM 2000)

Establishment of several new decentralized
agencies with specific executive tasks

1996–2000 1999 Amsterdam treaty enters into force
1999 Fall of the Santer Commission following

allegations of fraud and mismanagement
(Committee of Independent Experts, 1999)

1999–2004 Prodi Commission
2000 White Paper European Governance

(European Commission, 2000a)

1996 Commission decision to create an
evaluation unit in each DG

1997 Modernization of Administration and
Personnel policy (MAP 2000)

2000 Policy of externalizing operational tasks
(e.g. by creating agencies)

2000 Launch of Financial Reform

2001–5 2003 Nice treaty enters into force
2000–4 The ‘Kinnock reforms’
2004 Enlargement from 15 to 24 member states
2004–9 First Barroso Commission

The Kinnock reforms established a regime of
annual strategic planning, with targets
cascaded down to directorates

2005 Strategy for the simplification of the
regulatory environment: introduction and
growth of regulatory impact assessment

Establishment of several new decentralized
agencies with specific executive tasks, as well
as respecification of the competencies of
previously set-up agencies

Introduction of annual appraisal
interviews (with points for
promotion) for all A-grade
staff

2003 Creation of European
Personnel Selection Office

2004 Major influx of staff from
the new member states

Introduction of Activity- Based
Management (ABM)

2001 Establishment of an
independent EU Internal Audit
Service (IAS)

2005 New methodology for
assessing the costs of
regulation



2006–10 2007 Further enlargement—Bulgaria and
Romania become member states

2009–14 Second Barroso Commission
2009 Treaty of Lisbon enters into force

2006 Green Paper European Transparency
Initiative

2007 Action programme for reducing
administrative burdens

Establishment of several new decentralized
agencies with specific executive tasks, as well
as respecification of the competencies of
existing agencies

2007 Further influx of new staff
from Bulgaria and Romania

2007 Revision of the Internal
Control Standards and
Underlying Framework in the
2000 Financial Reform,
resulting in empowerment of
Authorizing Officers by
Delegation for financial
management and internal
control, who are accountable
via ‘Annual Activity Reports’
(AARs)

2008 DG Budget publishes multi-
annual overview of
evaluations

2010–15 2013 Croatia becomes member state
2014–19 Juncker Commission starts with an

agenda focused on jobs, growth, fairness, and
democratic change and the promise to be ‘big
on big things, small on small things’

2016 UK Referendum goes in favour of the UK
leaving the EU

2011 Transparency register
Establishment of several new decentralized

agencies with specific executive tasks, as well
as respecification of the competences of
existing agencies

2011 Annual salary increase for
EU civil servants not increased

2013 Decision to freeze EU civil
servant salaries for two years

2014 Decision to increase EU
civil servant retirement age
from 63 to 66,

2014 Decision to increase
weekly working hours from
37.5 to 40 without additional
financial compensation

2014 Entry into force of new
staff regulations, to maintain
attractive, modern, and high-
level European public service,
while limiting cost and
ensuring integrity.

2012 Adoption of new Financial
Regulation and Rules of
Application

2015 Centralization of the
Commission’s internal audit.
As a consequence, the Internal
Audit Capabilities were
dismantled and the IAS
remained the sole internal
audit function for the
Commission and its Executive
Agencies.



FINLAND

A. Socio-economic forces: general

Finland is a small country with a relatively homo-
geneous population and a fairly egalitarian culture.
It has created an innovative, successful economy,
but its size and position (the extreme north-eastern
corner of Europe, with a long common border with
Russia) make it highly vulnerable to major down-
turns among its trading partners.

B. Global economic forces

Table A.2 showed that over the whole period from
1995 to 2011, Finland had the highest level of
foreign value-added as a share of its gross exports.
As a small, relatively open economy, Finland has
been vulnerable to wider shifts in the global econ-
omy. Since 2008 it has suffered from loss of com-
petitiveness in its two major export industries—
timber, paper, and forest products, and mobile
phones and their associated technology.

C. Socio-demographic issues

Finland faces the problems of an ageing population
which are present in the rest of western Europe, but
to a more than average degree. Between 2010 and
2050 the working-age population is forecast to
decline by 260,000 at the same time as the popula-
tion over 65 will grow by more than 700,000. The
government estimates that the multiplication of
the elderly will translate into a need for 4,000
extra staff annually in municipal health and
social care services (OECD, 2010b, p. 7). Generally
speaking Finnish society is relatively homogeneous
and peaceful. There is a different ethnic group (the
Saami people) in the far north (Lapland) but their
numbers are small, and their significance for a
study of the reform of central government limited.
Swedish is the second official language, which has
consequences for the language proficiency of civil
servants and delivery of public services. Swedish
speakers are the largest minority (around 5.3 per
cent). Since the 1990s inward immigration from
Russia and Estonia has increased. These are the
two largest minorities after the Swedish-speaking
population. Large-scale immigration from the war-
torn areas of the Middle East was a new pressure
that began to manifest itself in 2015 and organized
crime seems to have begun to seep in.

D. National socio-economic policies

Finland enjoyed a good growth rate and relatively
low unemployment through most of the 1980s.
From 1991, however, the sudden collapse of trade
with its neighbour, the then Soviet Union,
together with the more general recession in the
West, sparked a severe economic crisis. Trade fell,
banks got into great difficulties, and unemploy-
ment soared to unprecedented heights (18.4 per
cent in 1994). Between 1990 and 1993 GDP vol-
ume fell by 12 per cent. Faced with these problems,
central government launched a strong programme
of budgetary reform and restraint. By 1997 growth
had returned, budgetary discipline was main-
tained, and Finland was able fully to satisfy the
Maastricht ‘convergence criteria’ for EU monetary
union. By the late 1990s the economy was once
again healthy, although there was some concern at
the high reliance of the economy on one firm—the
mobile phone giant, Nokia. The mobile phone
elements of Nokia declined rapidly, and the
period since 2008 has been economically dismal.
Although Finland was regarded as a model of fiscal
discipline in the early days of the eurozone crisis,
the country has grappled with a prolonged reces-
sion for most of the post-2008 period which it has
not yet managed to escape. Public debt rose from
40.6 per cent of GDP in 2008 to 52.4 per cent in
2010. By 2015 it had risen again, to 58.1 per cent.
The Katainen, Stubb, and Sipilä governments all
proposed cutback measures aimed at increasing
Finnish competitiveness. Prime Minister Sipilä
announced salary cuts of up to 5 per cent, the
abolition of certain public holidays, job cuts at
universities, reductions in overtime and Sunday
working pay, and an increase of working hours.
All this put significant pressure on the traditional
Finnish model of consensus-seeking between gov-
ernment, employer, and employee representatives.

E. The political system

Finland is a unitary state, though with a strong
tradition of relatively autonomous municipal gov-
ernment, protected by the constitution (like Swe-
den). The basic pieces of legislation are the
Constitution Act (1999) and the Parliament Act
(1999). There is a multi-party political system and
governments are usually quite stable coalitions.
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The Cabinet acts collegially, with the prime minis-
ter having less personal prominence than in the
‘Westminster’ systems of the UK and New Zealand.
Formally, the power of execution lies with a Coun-
cil of State, consisting of governmentministers and
the chancellor of justice. There is a president, who
is elected every six years, retains some responsibil-
ity for foreign policy, and is commander-in-chief of
the armed forces. In general it might be said that
the Finnish president, while considerably more
active and politically powerful than his/her Ger-
man counterpart, is also nothing like as dominant
as the French president. During the last fifteen
years or so it is the Prime Minister’s Office that
has tended to gain new responsibilities and
powers, while the President’s Office has not (see
Bouckaert et al., 2000).

The legislature (Eduskunta) is unicameral, with
200 seats. Eighty per cent of MPs tend also to be
municipal politicians—so the interests of the
municipalities are strongly represented at the
centre. The three big parties in recent years have
been the Social Democrats, the National Coalition
(conservatives), and the Centre Party (originally an
agrarian party). The reforming coalitions since the
late 1980s have been led by the National Coalition
(Holkeri, 1987–91), the Centre Party (Aho,
1991–5), and the Social Democrats (Lipponen’s
‘Rainbow Coalition’, 1995–2003). From 2003 to
2011 the Centre Party led the governing coalitions,
followed by the National Coalition from 2011 to
2015, until the Centre Party took over again in
2015 (Sipilä’s government). The Communist Party
was a significant political force during the 1960s
and 1970s, but has since lost most of its strength.
In contrast, a new populist and nationalist party,
the True Finns, has risen rapidly to prominence.
It first gained many seats in the 2011 election,
and in 2015 it entered government for the first
time as a major coalition partner in Sipilä’s new
administration.

F. New management ideas

Finland has been an active member of many inter-
national organizations, both governmental and
academic (e.g. PUMA, European Group for Public
Administration). In that sense it has been open to
and acquainted with the full range of contempor-
ary management concepts and techniques as
applied to the public sector (indeed, it prides itself
on this—see Ministry of Finance, 2010, p. 7). How-
ever, it has not slavishly followed fashions but
rather carefully selected and piloted those ideas

considered suitable for Finnish needs. To take two
examples, TQM and ISO 9000 approaches to ser-
vice quality improvement were widely adopted in
Finnish local government, and in central govern-
ment, accruals accounting practices in other coun-
tries were closely studied but then only partly
adopted. Finnish central government has not
made intensive use of management consultants
to implement reform (in the way that occurred in,
say, the UK). Consultants have been used to gather
information, and a number of foreign academics
have been used as advisers, but actual implemen-
tation has remained, for the most part, firmly in
the hands of career civil servants.

G. Pressure from citizens

We are not aware of any evidence pointing to sus-
tained pressure for specific reforms from the Finn-
ish public—or, indeed, for reversal of any of the
changes which have been implemented. During
the 1980s and 1990s public attitudes towards the
state appear to have beenmixed. On the one hand,
‘Finns are a people very loyal to the state, who see
change as a governmental process rather than a
grass root level reform of the society’ (Centre for
Finnish Business and Policy Studies, 1996, p. 2).
The radically anti-state attitudes which are com-
mon in the USA are rare in the Nordic countries.
On the other hand, there have been a limited num-
ber of instances where popular discontent has been
manifested over specific aspects of the changes—
for example, over the closure of some small rural
post offices and the substitution of postal counters
in local shops. Senior officials are aware of the
dangers of loss of legitimacy (Holkeri and Nurmi,
2002) and some of them believe that administra-
tive modernization, including improvements in
the quality of services, openness to greater citizen
participation, and visible efficiency will help con-
tribute to sustaining political stability and trust
(see, e.g., High quality services, good governance and
a responsible civic society, 1998). In general, it could
be said that in Finland, as in the other Nordic
countries, the citizen orientation of civil servants
is relatively high, at least when compared with
France, Italy, or even Germany (Greve et al., 2016;
Virtanen, 2016).

H. Party political ideas

Party political ideas per se have not had a big influ-
ence on public management reform in Finland. On
the contrary, reforms have been mainly the work
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of a fairly small elite of senior civil servants and a
few politicians. Media interest in the reforms has
not been particularly strong either (Ministry of
Finance, 1997, pp. 73 and 81). Finland did not
experience strongly ideological governments with
strong views about changing the role of the state in
the way that the USA did under President Reagan
or the UK under Prime Minister Thatcher.

I. Chance events

The collapse of the Soviet Union at the beginning
of the 1990s had a significant, if indirect influence
on public management reform. By triggering eco-
nomic crisis it strengthened the hand of reformers,
particularly with respect to budgetary reform (e.g.
the rapid implementation of frame budgeting was
seen as a vital part of regaining control of public
spending). But most of the reforms (e.g. results-
oriented budgeting) were already firmly on the
agenda before the economic downturn. The
effects of the global economic crisis of 2008 could
well be similar—to accelerate the implementation
of ideas already in currency.

J. Elite decision-making

The process by which the first major Finnish
reforms came into being from the late 1980s was
quite long, drawn-out, and cautious. It was not a
matter of a few individuals passionately advocating
specific ‘solutions’ (which would be unusual any-
way within the Finnish politico-administrative cul-
ture), but rather the gradual, consensual formation
of a set of proposals for streamlining the state
apparatus and, after 1991, for restraining expend-
itures in response to the sudden economic down-
turn.Within this process some central themes were
the lightening of the bureaucratic ‘weight’ of cen-
tral government (especially by reforming the
national-level agencies); a shift from input budget-
ing to a stronger focus on results; a parallel shift to
frame (block) budgeting for central transfers to
municipalities; and a commitment to service quality
improvement and somemeasure of decentralization.

From the late 1990s there was discussion among
senior civil servants about the possibility of a sec-
ond wave of reform. This would involve a fairly
comprehensive restructuring of central govern-
ment into different relational categories (e.g.
organizations where the government was princi-
pally exercising the interests of an owner, organ-
izations where the government’s interest was as a

direct service provider, and so on). This then
became coupled to a wider agenda, embracing
improved steering by ministries, e-governance,
and strengthened citizen participation. Under the
second Lipponen administration (1999–2003)
ministers again became more directly and actively
interested in management reform, especially the
strengthening of the Prime Minister’s Office and
the improvement of horizontal coordination
between ministries. This theme of horizontal
coordination and the development of a stronger
strategic (‘whole-of-government’) capability con-
tinued under the Centre Party governments of
2003–10. Thereafter, however, interest in this
type of reform seems to have faded, as the imple-
mentation of austerity measures took centre stage.

K. The administrative system

For many years Finland, like Sweden, had an
administrative system consisting of ministries,
national-level boards (agencies) with considerable
powers of rule-making and detailed intervention,
and a municipal level. However, in the mid-1990s
the agency level was subject to reform, shrinking
its size and numbers and reorienting its role away
from detailed regulation (Ministry of Finance,
1995, pp. 1–2—see also Section L). It should be
noted that, although this account is focused prin-
cipally on the central state, local (municipal) gov-
ernment employs roughly three-quarters of the
public sector workforce (Virtanen, 2016).

The population of central ministries has been
fairly stable over the past two decades. In the 1990s
there were twelve ministries and the Prime Minis-
ter’s Office, which itself has the status of a ministry
(Prime Minister’s Office and Ministries, 1995). In
2008 the Ministries of Trade and Industry and
Labour were merged to create a Ministry of Employ-
ment and the Economy (MEE). In 2014 there were
still twelve ministries. The Ministries of Finance and
the Interior are the two with the most important
responsibilities for administrative reform. In 2008
sections of the Ministry of the Interior with respon-
sibility for regional and local administration and
municipal ICT were transferred to the Ministry of
Finance. The latter has a budget side and a govern-
ance side. In 2014–15 there was an attempt to
strengthen the coordination of policymaking by
merging all the ministries into a single organization
(as in Sweden), but it did not find sufficient support
in a working group of twelve MPs representing all
political parties (Virtanen, 2016).
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Traditionally each ministry has independent
responsibility for implementation and control of
laws and policies within their own sphere, so,
although the Ministry of Finance may be, in some
general sense, the most powerful ministry, it usu-
ally cannot impose its own programmes on other
ministries to the degree that has occasionally been
possible in more centralized systems such as those
in France, New Zealand, or the UK. However, by
the beginning of the new century concern about
this relative lack of coordination was growing, and
amajor report drew attention to the need for better
integration across government (Bouckaert et al.,
2000). A strengthening of the Prime Minister’s
Office, especially but not exclusively with respect
to EU coordination, was one consequence of this
debate. Nevertheless, the 2010 OECD report on
Finland indicated that the ministerial ‘silos’ were
still strong.

There is a career civil service, and political and
‘mandarin’ careers are usually separate. However,
some of the top three levels of civil service appoint-
ment used to go to known sympathizers of particu-
lar political parties, according to a kind of informal
‘quota’ system (Tiihonen, 1996, p. 40). Since 2005
there have also been a number of ‘political state
secretaries’ who were appointed only for the same
duration as the minister, and who helped him or
her in policy preparation. The permanent secretar-
ies, however, remained the administrative heads of
the ministries, but in practice there have been ten-
sions in terms of who leads what. Not all ministers
have had political state secretaries (nine out of
eighteen in 2005; four out of fourteen in 2015).

In the past, senior Finnish civil servants were
mainly lawyers, but this balance has shifted since
1990, with more people with a training in econom-
ics or the social sciences being recruited into senior
posts. Public management reform has been mainly
an ‘insider’ process, with senior civil servants play-
ing a crucial role. External consultants, although
used for certain purposes, have not been as influ-
ential as in, say, the UK or the USA (Ministry of
Finance, 1997, p. 74). From 1988 to 2013 the num-
ber of state employees fell from 215,000 to 82,000
(Virtanen, 2016, p. 131).

L. The contents of the reform package

There was much internal discussion of reform dur-
ing the early and mid-1980s, but the first major
initiatives camewith the arrival in office of the Holk-
eri government in 1987. The subsequent decade was

then a busy one, with several main lines of reform
unfolding simultaneously or in sequence. The three
changes of government (1991, 1995, and 1999) did
not appear to make any dramatic difference to the
general thrust of the reforms, although possibly it
could be said that the level of political interest
in management reform (never overwhelmingly
high among the majority of politicians) declined
somewhat after 1994, but then revived from the
beginning of the second Lipponen administration
in 1999.

Themain lines of the first wave of reformwere as
follows (see the pamphlet Government decision in
principle on reforms in central and regional govern-
ment, 1993):

• Results-oriented budgeting was piloted from
1987 and rolled out to the whole government
from 1994. This required a number of potentially
important changes, including the definition of
results indicators for agencies (to enable their
performance to be assessed more explicitly by
their ‘parent’ ministries) and the creation of uni-
fied running cost budgets for ministries and
agencies. The pilot projects appeared to show
that significant running cost savings could be
achieved, but that some ministries were slow
to take up the challenge of using indicators as
an active form of performance management
(Summa, 1995).

• An Administrative Development Agency
(later retitled the Finnish Institute of Public
Management) was set up in 1987 to provide
training and consultancy to support reform.
The Agency/Institute has been obliged to operate
along increasingly commercial/self-financing
lines. An attempt to sell it off during the late
1990s/early 2000s failed.

• The transformation of a number of agencies
with commercial functions into, first, state enter-
prises (twelve were created in 1989–97) and
then, subsequently and in some cases, state-
owned companies. The law enabling the cre-
ation of state enterprises was passed in 1988.
The further transformation to state-owned joint
stock companies included Post and Telecommu-
nications and Railways.

• The introduction from 1993 of a framework
budgeting system to control central government
aid to municipalities. This was partly a decentral-
ization measure, aimed at reducing the amount
of detailed central intervention in municipal
decision-making, but it was also a way of gaining
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firm control of the totals of municipal spending
at a time of great budgetary pressure, and of dele-
gating painful decisions about spending priorities
down to municipal leaders. The total aid going to
a givenmunicipality was henceforth calculated as
a lump sum based on the values taken by certain
indicators, such as the number and age structure
of the population. Later, frameworkmanagement
was developed into ‘a central procedure steering
the preparation of the State budget by the govern-
ment’ (High quality services, good governance and a
responsible civic society, 1998, p. 10).

• A restructuring of the central agencies. This was
also a decentralization measure. The agencies
with commercial functions were turned into
state enterprises (see point three above). Others
were merged or downsized, and their role was
changed from that of regulation to one of pro-
viding research and development and evaluation
to the ministries. Their internal governance
structures were also changed—usually away
from collegial forms towards more managerial
and/or monocratic arrangements.

• Government data collection was streamlined
and barriers to data transfer between different
parts of the state were reduced.

• Regional state administration was unified and
lightened. The offices of different ministries at
regional level were combined.

• Human resource management reforms, including
provision for performance-related pay and for
more decentralized management of staff. The
main decisions and announcements here were
made during the Aho administration (1991–5)
but subsequent implementation was very slow.

• In 1998 it was announced that ‘The quality as
well as the citizen- and customer-orientation of
the services will be developed by means of a new
type of Service Charters to be given to the cus-
tomers’ (High quality services, good governance and
a responsible civic society, 1998, p. 15).

Thus the balance of the reforms leant towards decen-
tralization, simplification, and tighter control of
spending (Ministry of Finance, 1993; Puoskari,
1996). There was no great enthusiasm for wide-
spread privatization, although Finnish governments
have been quite prepared to privatize selectively
when it seemed to make sense on its own terms
(e.g. the government printing company).

In the late 1990s a second wave of reform began.
Considerable emphasis was placed on improving
the quality of public services, and on encouraging

citizen participation (Holkeri and Nurmi, 2002).
To support this and other goals, a sophisticated
national electronic portal on the public sector was
developed and opened in 2002 (Romakkaniemi,
2001). There was also an attempt to tidy up some
of the ‘unfinished business’ from the first wave of
reforms, particularly the slowness of ministries to
engage in active, performance-oriented steering of
their agencies (Joustie, 2001). This had become a
hardy perennial—some ministries gave little priority
to performancemeasures, and there seemed to be no
incentives for many managers to take them ser-
iously. For example, in 2003 an audit indicated
that only 9 per cent of agencies had approved prod-
uctivity targets. A budget decree in 2004 emphasized
the requirement of target-setting and performance
accounting, but it is not clear how fundamental the
changes flowing from this were. In 2010 the OECD
review still found a significant disconnect between
budgeting and strategy, as did the Finnish National
Audit Office (OECD, 2010b; Pöysti, 2010). A new
variant of this old problem subsequently gained
prominence because of the need to set targets for
‘horizontal’, joined-up programmes.

This need for better horizontal coordination,
and for a ‘whole-of-government approach’ was a
strongly emerging theme in the early 2000s. The
strategy-forming machinery in the Prime Minis-
ter’s Office was reinforced, and a number of
studies of future challenges (population change,
new technologies, etc.) were carried out. (Finland
began producing an annual Government Foresight
Report for parliament as early as 1993.) Yet all this
forecasting, planning, and reporting evidently did
not translate easily into action. In 2010 the OECD
review concluded: ‘The government’s whole-of-
government vision is not being realized at the
operational level’ (OECD, 2010b, p. 15). The audi-
tor general put it more bluntly: ‘The Government’s
Strategy Document is not a genuine strategy’
(Pöysti, 2010, p. 3). The later Katainen, Stubb, and
Sipilä administrations do not seem to have been
particularly enthusiastic about this issue. However,
there are major plans to merger smaller state agen-
cies in both central and regional state government,
and create regional parliaments and agencies
responsible for the provision of social and health-
care and employment services.

M. The implementation process

Overall, the implementation process has been
gradual and deliberate, with pilot projects and
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extensive training programmes to ensure the
smoothest possible implementation. One does
not get the sense of the hectic pace and urgency
which prevailed during, say, 1986–92 in New Zea-
land or 1987–92 in the UK. Consider, for example,
the introduction of performance-related pay. Legis-
lation made this possible from the mid-1990s,
but by 2004 only a minority of civil servants were
in a performance-related pay system. By 2010
performance-related pay was theoretically in place
for 100 per cent of government agencies, but there
seems to be little information about its effects in
practice. Unless there is slack in the budget (less
and less likely since the global economic crisis), it is
hard to offer significant bonuses. And in any case
performance-related pay has been introduced by
separate collective bargaining at each agency, so
the details of the schemes vary from one organiza-
tion to the next.

At the highest level the coordination of the
reform programme was ensured by the creation of
a ministerial committee on which all the main pol-
itical parties in government were represented
(Ministry of Finance, 1997, p. 69). Stability was
also enhanced by the long-term participation of a
small number of senior civil servants from the Min-
istry of Finance and the Ministry of the Interior.

Shifts from Social Democratic-led coalitions to
those led by the Centre Party or the Coalition Party
do not seem to have fundamentally altered the way
in which public management reforms are shaped
and implemented. By UK or French standards, for
example, the process remains a collective and rela-
tively gentle one.

N. Reforms actually achieved

The reforms mentioned in Section L were all
‘achieved’ in the sense that relevant legislation
was passed and new procedures were put in place.
What is harder to determine is how vigorously the
originally announced aims of the reforms were
pursued, and how far they were eventually real-
ized. In some cases (e.g. corporatization of former
agencies into enterprises and then state-owned
companies) change was undeniable and quite
rapid. In others (e.g. the introduction of a new
personnel regime into the public service) legisla-
tion has been passed, but the implementation
seems to have been fairly slow. For example, a
new system of job classification and payment by
results was first introduced in the mid-1980s, but
by 1997 covered only about 5 per cent of state

employees (Ministry of Finance, 1997, p. 78). It is
also clear that persuading ministries and agencies
to adopt the spirit as well as the letter of results-
oriented steering has been a fairly long drawn-out
business and that, more recently, whole-of-govern-
ment strategy-making has not penetrated far down
the line into operational matters.

The number of personnel financed directly
through the state budget fell by about 40 per cent
(from 213,000 to 130,000) between 1989 and 1995
(thanks partly to the creation of off-budget state
enterprises and companies, which accounted for
about 54,000 of the reductions). Later on further
reductions were made to 82,000 employees (2013),
achieved through staff cuts and the removal of all
universities from state organization status (2010).
Since the global economic crisis in 2008 the
civil service has been subject to pay freezes and
recruitment restrictions. In 2015 salary cuts were
imposed.

At an early stage the Finnish government sup-
ported a programme of evaluations of its reforms
(Holkeri and Summa, 1996). It is not clear whether
these evaluations (for an example, see Pollitt et al.,
1997 and Ministry of Finance, 1997) have had any
clear and direct effect on subsequent decisions, but
the evaluation function has now been firmly estab-
lished in Finland as an ongoing component of
modern public management.

An interesting reflection on themajor reforms of
the 1987–97 period appeared in the 1998 Govern-
ment Resolution High quality services, good govern-
ance and a responsible civic society (1998):

earlier administrative reforms have been experienced
to have increased the bureaucracy of adminis-
tration. The Government wants to ensure the demo-
cratic development of the policy of governance . . . On
all administrative levels, the real possibilities
of the citizen to influence matters as well as open-
ness and transparency of administration will be
increased. (p. 8)

In subsequent years this theme was intensified,
and became one of the main dimensions of reform
(Holkeri and Nurmi, 2002; Romakkaniemi, 2001).

Finally, we should mention the OECD assess-
ment of Finland’s system of governance, published
in 2010 (OECD, 2010b). This acknowledged
that Finland was basically a very well-governed
country—one which frequently came at or near
the top of international league tables for education,
healthcare, e-government, and so on. At the same
time, however, the OECD concluded that there
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were rigidities in the system that could hamper
Finland in tackling the future challenges of demo-
graphic change, globalization, etc. In particular,
the OECD was of the view that:

While the government has put much effort into
strategic planning, its ability for collective commit-
ment to a shared vision is hampered by a lack of
horizontal collaboration in the development and

translation of strategic priorities. (OECD, 2010b,
p. 15)

On the other hand, one might well say that the
OECD’s approach was rather ‘academic’ in a cor-
poratist/rationalist way, and failed to acknowledge
the fundamental nature and democratic legitimacy
of a multi-party, consensually oriented system of
government.
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Key events: Finland

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1983–7 Sorsa as PM (Centre)

1986–90 1987–91 Holkeri as PM
(Conservative)

1988 First general reform
programme

1987 Ministry of the Environment created
1987 Administrative Development Agency

created
From 1990 some agencies turned into

public enterprises, including the
railways and posts and
telecommunication

1990 Faced with economic crisis
government decides to leave 10 per
cent of government posts unfilled

1990 Frame budgeting announced

1991–5 1991–5 Aho as PM (Centre)
1995–2003 Lipponen as PM (Social

Democrat)
1995 Finland becomes a member

of the EU

A number of public enterprises are
converted into joint stock companies. By
1995 there were twelve public
enterprises and fifteen public
companies.

1995 Administrative Development Agency
becomes Finnish Institute of Public
Management

1994 State Civil Servants Act. Brings terms
closer to private sector conditions,
although still under public law.
Introduces possibility of performance-
related pay.

1991 Twelve agencies in pilot for results-
oriented budgeting

1993 Move to block grant financing of
municipalities

1995 All agencies (supposedly) move to
performance budgeting

1996–2000 1997 Governance project Eleven provinces reduced to five
1996 110 ‘one-stop shops’
1998 Quality strategy for public services,

including public service charters (see
High Quality Services, 1998)

2000 First national quality conference.
More state activities are put into the form

of joint stock companies.

Slow spread of performance-related pay
schemes

1998 Repetition of survey of basic values
and ethics in administration

2000 Personnel ‘barometer’ introduced,
and an annual reporting system on
human resources

1997 Further reform of the state grant
system

1998 Statutory annual reports for
ministries

1998 Accruals accounting introduced for
agencies

2001–5 2003 Jäätteenmäki as PM (Centre
Party)—resigned after a few
months because of a scandal

2003–10 Vanhanen as PM
(Centre)

2005 Pensions reform—similar pensions to
the private sector’s

2005 Role of political state secretaries
defined in law

2004 Government decision to strengthen
performance management and
management accounting

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2006–10 2010 OECD public governance
review of Finland (OECD,
2010b)

2010–11 Kiviniemi as PM (Centre
Party)

2007 ALKU—programme for clarifying the
role of regional-level state
administrations

2007/8–2013 PARAS reform, aimed at
restructuring local government and
services in order to create economies of
scale by voluntary municipal mergers
and municipal cooperation

2008 Merger of Ministries of Trade and
Industry and Employment, which
became the Ministry of Employment
and the Economy (MEE)

2009 merger of agencies to produce the
National Supervisory Authority Welfare
and Health (Valvira)

2009 SADe programme for providing
integrated services to citizens and
businesses

2009–12 Action Programme on eServices
and eDemocracy (OECD, 2010b, p. 246)

2010 Six transport agencies merged into
two—the Transport Agency and the
Transport Safety Agency

2007 Survey of basic values and ethics
in administration

2009 Aftermath of global economic crisis
leads to freezing of civil service salaries
and appointments

2010 State universities become
independent legal entities, employing
their own staff

2015 Repetition of survey of basic values
and ethics in administration

Continuing efforts to bring strategy and
budgeting closer together, although the
OECD review of 2010 suggested this
had not yet succeeded

2010–15 2011–14 Katainen as PM
(Coalition Party)

2011 Election saw the rapid rise of
the new True Finns populist
party

2010–13 Coco Programme (Regional
Cohesion and Competitiveness
Programme (OECD, 2010b, pp. 148–9))

2011–14 Dismantlement of the multi-
channel funding of social and health-
care; dissolution of tasks assigned to

2013 Pension Panel’s report on retirement
age

2013 Committee on Ethics of State Civil
Servants was tasked with examining
conflict of interest with civil servants
2015

2011–14 Cuts in the publicly funded health-
care services and other social benefits

2014 Finland’s credit-rating degraded from
AAA to AA+ by Standard & Poor’s



2014–15 Stubb as PM (Coalition
Party)

2015 Sipilä as PM (Centre Party)

municipalities; enforcement of
municipal mergers; introduction of
metropolitan administration in the
capital areas

2011–15 Effectiveness and Productivity
Programme implemented in central
government, aimed to clarify role of
central government, reduce the
sustainability gap in public finances, and
respond to changing labour market

2012–15 Performance Management
System Reform: evaluation and update
of existing performance management
system

2013 Customer Insight Strategy
implemented for the whole public
service, emphasizing citizen
engagement in service design and
production

2015 New Government Programme
includes a statement to set up a new
institution to support and evaluate
implementation of regulatory impact
assessments

2015 Establishment of autonomous
regions for the provision of social and
healthcare services

2015 Introduction of evidence-based
decision-making

2015 Strategic Government Programme
focuses on horizontal priorities. One
of five strategic goals is to implement
a full range of digitalization initiatives,
regulatory reform, and experiments in
policy design.

30 per cent lower holiday bonuses, 24
hours longer annual working time
(same salary), higher social security
fees for employees

2015 5% salary cuts
Abolishment of certain public holidays,

reduction of overtime and Sunday
working pay



FRANCE

A. Socio-economic forces: general

For general background, see Appendix A. France
is a large country (population 64 million in 2014)
in a central position in the most economically
advanced part of Europe.

B. Global economic forces

Economic globalization brought increasing pressure
upon the previous system of state-directed ‘sectoral
corporatism’ (Jobert and Muller, 1987). In conse-
quence there has been ‘a more general loss of cen-
trality of the state in social mediation and public
policy’ (Clark, 1998, p. 101). However, even if a
number of major state companies have been privat-
ized, the French state keeps significant minority
shareholdings in others. It also exercises substantial
continuing state control in EDF (Électricité de
France) and GDF (Gaz de France). Successive gov-
ernments have been seen to have had very limited
success in solving the problem of high unemploy-
ment (well over 10 per cent for most of the 1990s,
and again since the 2008 global economic crisis).

C. Socio-demographic change

Like other western European countries, France is
experiencing a proportional growth in the elderly
population and a shrinkage of the working-age
population. The ‘baby boomers’ have now retired.
At the same time it has a long-standing problem of
suburban ‘ghettos’ of mainly young, often jobless
immigrants. This latter issue has grown consider-
ably in political prominence, fuelled by riots and
terrorist attacks featuring disaffected young immi-
grants. It is consistently highlighted by the right-
wing National Front party, which has polled well
in elections since 2013.

D. National socio-economic policies

Traditionally, France has sought a somewhat
greater degree of state control over its economy
than either Germany or the UK. This stance has
come under increasing strain as the forces of eco-
nomic globalization appear to have favoured more
open, competitive economies, and as the EU has

promulgated common fiscal rules for members of
the eurozone (Jobert and Muller, 1987). The con-
tinued failure to ‘solve’ France’s fiscal deficit was an
important factor behind the most important man-
agement reform of the 2000s—LOLF.

Since the global economic crisis, several initia-
tives have been undertaken to restrict state oper-
ational expenditures, within the framework of the
General Public Policy Review which aimed at cut-
ting costs and increasing the productivity of the
public administration (Bezès and LeLidec 2013).

The operational expenditure increase was set at
no more than projected inflation in the 2008
Budget Bill, which was in effect until 2012.
A civil service recruitment freeze was imple-
mented through the replacement of only one in
every two retiring state employees, but in doing
so, laying off staff or delaying promotions was
avoided. As a result, 150,000 public service jobs
were eliminated in the period 2008–12, amount-
ing to annual savings of €800 million a year.
There was also a freeze on the point value of
civil service pay in 2010. Several efficiency meas-
ures were introduced by the French government,
including the optimization of procurement,
examinations, and training, the use of ICT sys-
tems, and management of the automobile fleet
(Kickert and Randma-Liiv, 2015).

However, due to costs associated with low infla-
tion and high unemployment, President Hollande
was obliged to announce additional austeritymeas-
ures in the spring of 2016 to try to ensure that the
French budget deficit would not overshoot the
European limit of maximum 3 per cent of GDP
(Horobin, 2016).

E. The political system

The French political system is distinctive, belong-
ing neither fully to the ‘majoritarian’ camp with
the UK and Australasia nor to the consensual sys-
tems which prevail in the Netherlands and the
Nordic countries (see Chapter 3). Elections are
according to plurality and cabinets are usually
one-party or a minimal coalition, but these major-
itarian features are offset by the existence of a
multi-party system and a strong, directly elected
presidency.
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During the period since 1980 there has been a
fairly frequent alternation of the parties in office,
with these sometimes matching the party identifi-
cation of the president but sometimes not (the
periods of cohabitation, as with the Chirac gov-
ernment under President Mitterrand, 1986–8, the
Baladur government, also underMitterrand, 1993–5,
and the Jospin government under President Chirac,
1997–2002). Obviously, all things being equal, a
president is stronger when his own party also
forms the government (e.g. under President Chirac,
2002–7). Under Sarkozy (2007–12), the presidential-
ity of the French political system seemed to become
even stronger.

During the last decade the National Front (right-
wing, nationalist, anti-immigration) has emerged
as a major political player. In 2014 and 2015 it was
polling above 25 per cent of the votes in European
and departmental elections.

F. New management ideas

France has often been regarded as a country that
has been quite resistant to the NPM ideas which
emerged from the UK, the USA, and Australasia
from the early 1980s. France has continued its
own distinctive thinking and rhetoric about
administrative reform, centred on the themes
of modernization and decentralization. How-
ever, during the 1980s there was a shift towards
neo-liberal ideas within the elite at the Ministry
of Finance, albeit in the form of favouring
the modernization of the public sector through
private sector methods, rather than maximum
privatization or the ‘hollowing out’ of the state
(Clark, 1998, p. 103). The contractualization of
public services, stressed as a key component
of Prime Minister Juppé’s 1995 circular Réforme
de l’État et des services publics, was a reflection of
this tendency. From the beginning of the twenty-
first century managerialist flavours strengthened
further, first as Chirac escaped from cohabitation
in 2002, and later even more, when the self-
proclaimed ‘modernizer’, Sarkozy, became
president in 2007. Meanwhile, quietly and incre-
mentally, NPM-type ideas had gained ground
within the Ministry of Finance and some other
departments (Bezès, 2010). Two significant indica-
tors demonstrate a shift towards new sources
of ideas. First, that the position and the numbers
of the elite ‘corps’ have decreased, and second,
that the visibility of consultancy firms has
increased.

G. Pressure from citizens

Most political scientists have regarded France as
traditionally a state-centred system, where the
intensity and variety of pressure group activity
has tended to be moderate in comparison with,
say, the USA or the UK. The system has tended to
sectoral corporatism rather than active pluralism,
i.e. governments have done deals with a smaller
number of peak associations (big employers, big
unions) rather than being particularly permeable
to a wider range of interest or issue groups. Such
deals have been facilitated by the frequency with
which members of the grands corps move between
government and business positions (pantouflage).
Certainly, in respect of public management reform,
the pressures from the citizenry in general appears
to have been limited. Nevertheless, there has been a
general decline in public confidence in the French
system, and some popular critiques of the rigidity of
some public services and of the corruption and
remoteness of some of the state elite.

Societal tensions concerning issues such as
safety, urban development, and immigration
resulted in a significant protest vote for a far-
right candidate during the first round of the presi-
dential elections in 2002. The 2010 pension
reform (which shifted the factual pension age
from 60 to 62 and the legal one from 65 to 67)
was one of several recent reform attempts that
were resisted by large-scale demonstrations and
strikes.

Since the beginning of the Sarkozy presidency
(2007) it could be said that French public adminis-
tration reforms have been ‘high on downsizing and
mergers: low on transparency and citizen partici-
pation’ (Bezès and Jeannot, 2016, p. 55).

H. Party political ideas

In France neo-liberalism has been embraced by the
right (especially when Chirac was prime minister,
1986–8), but has been interpreted in a managerial
rather than a doctrinaire, anti-state fashion. This
has meant that the ‘modernization’ theme was
also acceptable (with some changes in the ‘filling’)
by governments of the left. The public service
‘renewal’ programme of 1989–93 was negotiated
with and broadly supported by the public service
unions. However, left and right parted company
over the desirability of reforms to social security
and central personnel regulation, where the right’s
attempts to push through changes sparked major
public service strikes during 1995 (Howard, 1998).
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Education reform was also high on the agenda,
causing major strikes in 2002. In the later stages
of Chirac’s presidency (2002–27) and under Sar-
kozy (2007–12), market-favouring ideas steadily
gained ground. However, once the global eco-
nomic crisis broke in 2008, Sarkozy’s rhetoric
shifted to reaffirm the importance of the state,
and the dangers of allowing markets to be deregu-
lated. Hollande’s presidency (2012–) has not been
marked by any bold new ideas—indeed, he has
been widely criticized for his lack of decisiveness.

I. Chance events

On one view, the emergence of various cases of
corruption during the 1980s and 1990s could be
viewed as chance events which have contributed to
a crisis of confidence in ‘an elite that had dis-
credited itself ’ (Howard, 1998, p. 201). From
another perspective, however, these cases are not
so much one-off, chance events as ‘business as
usual’ within a system in which certain forms of
corruption and ‘cronyism’ had become endemic.
In line with such an interpretation, such cases have
continued to crop up during the twenty-first
century.

J. Elite decision-making

This general loss of perceived legitimacy has
been a factor in encouraging the elite to launch
such initiatives as the public service charter
(Ministère de la Fonction Publique et des
Réformes Administratives, 1992) and the L’Année
de l’accueil dans les services publics’ (Ministère de la
Fonction Publique et des Réformes Administratives,
1994). During the French Presidency of the EU
(2000) there was an explicit focus on the public
service: the social dialogue as a contribution to
improvement.

The limited—but gradually accumulating—
move towards neo-liberal ideas as a basis for mod-
ernization has already been mentioned. Alongside,
there has been a widely shared desire to rehabilitate
the reputation of the state apparatus, but differ-
ences as to how this might best be done. One
line of tension is between the central politico-
administrative elite (Inspections des Finances, Cour
des Comptes, Conseil d’État) and the growing auton-
omy of the field services of ministries and the
regional and local authorities.

The division of opinion here is perhaps between
those who still believe that technocratic reforms,

imposed by the centre, can ultimately succeed and
those who argue for a new andmore inclusive form
of political action. One view is that:

The strikes of 1995 made clear what should have been
evident: France cannot be reformed by decree. Techno-
cratic solutions, however well conceived, are not pos-
sible in modern, individualist democracies.

(Howard, 1998, p. 216)

What has been noticeable, however, is not only
that ‘Anglo-Saxon’ NPM ideas have been exten-
sively remodelled and relabelled for use in France,
but that the power struggles and debates over these
‘new’ ideas have played out very much within the
usual elite networks (Bezès, 2007; Eymeri-Douzans,
2009). After 2002, however, private sector consult-
ants began to form an increasing presence in
reform debates and reform planning. It is not yet
clear whether, in the longer term, they will become
a major player in state reform. What is clear is that
since the 2001 LOLF most reform has continued to
be ‘structural, top-down, comprehensive and with-
out participation of public agents or trade unions’
(Bezès and Jeannot, 2016, p. 61).

K. Administrative system

France has possessed a strong administrative trad-
ition since at least Napoleonic times. Five main
features of the system as it existed in the late
1970s may be noted (Clark, 1998, pp. 98–100):

• A tradition of state direction of the economy and
society (dirigisme). As already indicated, this has
weakened, but is still more salient than in, say,
Germany or the UK.

• Centralized direction of the state apparatus by
two sets of grands corps. The first set are adminis-
trative and comprise the Inspection des Finances (a
kind of financial inspectorate), the Conseil d’État
(the Council of State—a supreme administrative
court), and the Cour des Comptes (the national
audit office). This group recruit their members
(énarques) from the prestigious École Nationale
d’Administration (ENA). The second set are tech-
nical (e.g. Ponts et Chaussées) and recruit from the
École Polytechnique via various grandes écoles
Members of the grands corps enjoy highly mobile
careers and frequently take up top executive posi-
tions in the private sector or, indeed, in politics.
For example, up to 1993 eight of the previous
eleven prime ministers had been civil servants.
And between 1997 and 2002 the president, the
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prime minister, and the ministers of finance and
economic growth, foreign affairs, defence and the
interior, justice, social affairs and employment,
and the civil service were all énarques! This elite
group has long had ‘low permeability’ to ‘out-
siders’ (Bezès, 2010; Eymeri-Douzans, 2013).

• A strong central presence subnationally through
the presence of a préfet (prefect) and many local
units of central ministries (deconcentrated state
services) in each département and region. The
prefect coordinates the deconcentrated state ser-
vices and also has, since 1982, a steering author-
ity. He/she is the representative of central
government and used to hold a direct supervis-
ory authority (tutelle) on the budgets of the local
authorities. In 1982, prefects lost their direct
supervisory authority over local administrative
decisions. Since then regional and local author-
ities have gained a good deal of independence,
although prefects have alsomoved to try tomake
the deconcentrated services they control tech-
nically indispensable to local authorities. The
authority and determining position of the
Regional Prefectures over the Departmental Pre-
fectures was confirmed by a decree in February
2010. Since the Regional Prefects are (according
to the LOLF) also regional budget holders, poten-
tially they become strongholds for the reform of
the territorial state.

• Division of the civil service into a large number
of corps (1,800 at the end of the 1980s), each with
its own educational entry requirements and
its own set of hierarchically arranged posts,
defined by a general civil service law, and its
own professional esprit. This feature of the
French administrative system has proved a
source of considerable rigidity and resistance in
the context of management reform. By 2010 the
political and administrative position of the corps
seems to be in decline, but a recent survey of
senior French civil servants seemed to indicate
that fragmentation and compartmentalization
were still entrenched (Bezès and Jeannot, 2016).

• The importance of a special body of administra-
tive law in regulating administrative procedures
and appointments. The French system ‘is a
“legal model” in the sense that it is regulated
by legal rules which conceive the state admin-
istration as inhabiting an autonomous domain
apart from civil society’ (Clark, 1998, p. 100).
The ‘weight of legal entrenchment’ (Bezès,
2010, p. 160) has usually acted as a break on
management reform.

Each of these five features has come under strain
during the last twenty years, but the moderniza-
tion process thus far has probably made greater
impact on the first and third than the other three.

L. Contents of the reform package

Initially, there was no one single package that
lasted for very long, but rather a series of separate
initiatives by different governments which could,
at best, be said to be grouped around certain broad
themes. The two most prominent were, first,
decentralization and deconcentration and, sec-
ond, modernization. The strategic shift towards
decentralization came in the mid-1980s, when
the socialist government under President Mitter-
rand removed the prefects’ tutelle and created local
collectivities as autonomous authorities. Direct
elections were established for regional councils,
and legislation during 1982 gave local collectiv-
ities significant new taxing and budget-making
powers. The ripples spreading out from this deep
change have continued through to the present
(Montricher, 1996), and have been amplified by
the effects of EU regional policies. ‘Decentraliza-
tion seems to be a never-ending story in the
French context’ (Bezès, 2010, p. 166). The ‘decon-
centration charter’ of 1992 marked a further step
in shifting authority from the centre to the per-
iphery. In the French context:

decentralisation means transfer of authority from the
central state to regional and local governments. De-
concentration means devolution of competence and
managerial authority to the local administrative units
of central government . . . as well as the agencies.

(OECD, 1997b, p. 67)

Autonomy in personnel management, in budget
management, and for administrative decisions
has been transferred to the deconcentrated
state services and the prefects. The main purpose
was the promotion of better policy coordination
at the deconcentrated level (Albertini, 1998,
pp. 145–56). Initiatives have been taken and new
policy instruments have been introduced for a bet-
ter interministérialité: extension of the coordin-
ation mission of the prefects (1999), creation of a
college of chefs de service (directors of a decon-
centrated state service), creation of discussion plat-
forms between deconcentred state services (pôles de
compétences), introduction of a strategic approach
at the regional level (1999), etc. In 1997, manage-
ment autonomy was given to several national
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management support services by the creation of a
new kind of internal agency: the Services of
National Scope.

The second theme—modernization—came to
prominence under Prime Minister Rocard in
1989, although earlier discussions and initiatives
had occurred throughout the 1980s. In February
1989 Rocard issued an important circular entitled
Renouveau du service public, which contained a ser-
ies of initiatives: the creation of responsibility
centres (centres de responsabilité—CDRs) within
ministries, personnel reforms, greater emphasis
on decentralized management of field services
and responsiveness to public service users, and
the institutionalization of policy evaluation
across many sectors of government. Renewal—or
modernization—continued under the succeeding
Cresson and Bérégovoy governments. In 1995
Prime Minister Juppé issued a circular, Réforme de
l’État et des services publics, which proposed the
reorganization of certain field services and an
experiment in contractualizing the relationship
between central ministries and their field services.
The Jospin government set up several objectives
in the second step of the Réforme de l’État
(1997–2002): permanent evaluation of public pol-
icy, modernization of the deconcentrated level,
modernization of the prefect’s tasks, introduction
of strategic management, better transparency in
public administration, better responsiveness to
citizens’ wishes and demands, and e-government.
Thus ‘the successive phases of “administrative
modernization” have been characterised by a
broad continuity of policy, rather than by partisan
differences between governments of the Left
and the Right’ (Clark, 1998, pp. 106–7; Cole and
Jones, 2005).

A third theme—one characterized by much
greater divergence between the parties which
held power—was that of privatization. During the
period of the socialist government of 1981–6
extensive nationalizations were carried though
(exactly the opposite of the trend which was begin-
ning to develop in the UK). However, the neo-
liberal government of Chirac (1986–8) reversed
this, listing sixty-five companies that were to be
sold off. During a relatively short period in office
nearly 300,000 industrial workers and 100,000
bank staff were ‘privatized’ (Wright, 1989, p. 105).
This flurry came to an end with the return of left
governments in 1988, but when the right regained
power in 1993 significant privatization resumed
(e.g. steel in 1995). Despite the left-wing label, the

Jospin government sold assets of public companies
(e.g. Crédit Lyonnais and France Télécom) to the pri-
vate sector. However, critics inside the Socialist
Party after the presidential election in 2002
showed that a majority of the left remains opposed
to further privatizations. In 2005 EDF, said to be
the world’s largest utility company, was partially
floated on the stock exchange. However, the state
retained more than 80 per cent of the shares. Over-
all, the period since 1980 has seen a significant fall
in the public sector’s share of the French labour
force.

In 2001 Loi organique relative aux lois de finances
(LOLF) introduced programme budgeting and a
connected system of performance indicators (the
whole package was supposed to be implemented
by 2006). Initially the budget was divided into
thirty-four missions and 168 programmes. LOLF
was a framework law or constitutional by-law, the
passage of which required extensive agreement
between legislature, executive, and presidency dur-
ing a period of cohabitation, and was widely
regarded as something of a miracle (Corbett,
2010). It ‘triggered a process of managerialization’
(Ongaro, 2009, p. 204). It also represented a sys-
tematization or ‘rollout’ of various reform tenden-
cies that been emerging since the early 1990s
(Bezès, 2007). LOLF was initially focused on
improving the executive’s budgetary accountabil-
ity to the legislature, but in practice it also became a
vehicle for internal changes which devolved
budgetary responsibility within a strengthened
managerial hierarchy (Bezès, 2010). In this sense
it represented the increasing currency of NPM-type
thinking at the top of the French administration
(Bezès and Jeannot, 2016).

From about 2000 on, three reform movements,
initially disconnected, seem to have developed in a
converging and mutually strengthening direction.
First came the LOLF (2001), which revamped the
financial steering, control, and potential evalu-
ation from a vast number of single-line items to a
limited number of missions and programmes. Sec-
ond was the Révision générale des politiques publi-
ques (2007), which combined a presidentially
guided policy review agenda with tough savings,
and ultimately also a ministerial restructuring
focused on efficiency and productivity. Third has
come the territorial reform of the French state,
where regions were created and the regional prefect
has the leading and coordinating capacity for de-
concentrated, regional, and departmental activ-
ities. Decrees from 1964 and 1982 were replaced
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by the decree of 2004 and the crucial one of 2010.
This resulted in reshuffled regional prefectures that
establish strategic plans, but also in one-stop shops
and multitasking administrations. Ultimately, the
LOLF (missions/programmes and budget holders)
facilitates the horizontal and vertical logic of
restructuring organizations (merging ministries
and regional prefectural departments) and their
activities, which are then reviewed by the RGPP.

M. Implementation process

The French reforms have been implemented in a
fairly piecemeal way, with different initiatives
coming from different ministries at different
times, and a good deal of successive ‘repackaging’
of some basically similar ideas (e.g. about being
more responsive to citizen-users). For example,
CDRs (Centres de responsabilité) were pushed much
further in some ministries than in others (Trosa,
1995). However, the grands corps appear to have
remained in control of most of the changes (at
least until very recently—see Eymeri-Douzans,
2009) and their central roles have not been ser-
iously undermined (Corbett, 2010; Rouban, 2007).

Prime ministers have often played a leading role
in reforms, especially Chirac, Rocard, Juppé, and
Jospin, and the procedural device of the circular
has been much resorted to. The ministries most
heavily involved have been the Ministry of Public
Service (which has undergone several changes of
name), theMinistry of Finance, and theMinistry of
the Interior (patron ministry for the prefects, and
heavily involved in decentralization and decon-
centration reforms). From 2008 the merged and
enlarged Ministry of Budget, Public Accounts, and
Civil Administration, and the mega-ministry
MEEDDAT (Environment, Energy, Sustainable
Development, and Planning), have clearly become
dominant forces.

N. Reforms actually achieved

Despite the construction, after 1989, of an elabor-
ate network of evaluation institutions (Duran et al.,
1995) there seems to have been no across-the-
board systematic evaluation of French manage-
ment reforms. There have, however, been some
assessments of particular aspects, e.g. the 1996
Cour des Comptes report on CDRs, the 2002
Ministry of Public Service report on the Public
Establishments (external agencies), and the 2002
Interministerial Delegation on the Reform of the
State report on contractualization or the 2003
Court of Audit report on administrative deconcen-
tration and the reform of the state (Cour des
Comptes, 2003).

Less formal assessments have beenmade by some
academics (e.g. Bezès, 2010;Clark, 1998;Cole, 2013;
Montricher, 1996; Flynn and Strehl, 1996; Rouban,
2007) and by some officials (Trosa, 1995, 1996). In
general it might be said that outcome data are hard
to come by, but that, thematically, French govern-
ments have held more closely to the values of a
strong administrative state committed to some
form of strategic planning than did Australia, New
Zealand, or the UK. Significant modernization has
taken place, and the decentralization reforms of
1982 seem to have been a genuine political and
managerial watershed. The 2002 LOLF reforms,
aimed at bringing budgeting, accounting, and per-
formance measurement within a single, program-
matic framework, were also undoubtedly an
important step (Bezès, 2010; Corbett, 2010; Trosa,
2002). However, much of themachinery of a central-
ized civil service remains fundamentally unaltered.
In particular, centralized control of personnel still
survives. Partly because of these constraints, the
experiments with organizational diversity and user
responsiveness, though certainly substantial, have
been somewhat less pervasive than in Australasia
or the UK.
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Key events: France

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1981 President Mitterrand (socialist)
1981 Mauroy as PM (socialist)
1984 Fabius as PM (socialist)

1981–2 Nationalization of seven industrial groups, thirty-
nine banks, and two financial groups

1982 Decentralization Act

1981–3 Creation of 82,000 new
public sector jobs

1986–90 1986 First elections of regional councils
1986 Chirac as PM (conservative,

cohabitation until 1988)
1988 President Mitterrand (socialist)
1988 Rocard as PM (socialist)

1986–7 First wave of privatization
1990 200 service projects
1990 60 centres of responsibility
1990 Reforms of post and telecom starts

1984–6 Elimination of 12,000
public sector jobs

1986–8 Elimination of 33,000
public sector jobs

1988 Circular on government
working methods introducing
cost-effectiveness

1991–5 1991 Cresson as PM (socialist)
1992 Bérégovoy as PM (socialist)
1992 Act on regional administration
1993 Balladur as PM (conservative,

cohabitation until 1995)
1995 President Chirac (conservative)
1995 Juppé as PM (conservative)

1990–3 Opening of public companies to private investors
1991 Interministerial committee on evaluation
1991 Interministerial committee for territorial

administration (CIATER)
1993 Second wave of privatization
1991 470 service projects
1992 Deconcentration charter
1992 127 centres of responsibility
1993 Committee for reorganization and deconcentration
1995 Interministerial committee for state reform and

state reform commission
1993 Picq Report on efficiency of the state

1991 Committee for renewal of
the public service

1994 Circular on management
of state employees for
deconcentrated services

1995 Pilot on deconcentration of
financial control of
deconcentrated spending

1996–2000 1997 Jospin as PM (socialist,
cohabitation until 2002)

1998 Santel report on deconcentration

1996 Cour des Comptes report on responsibility centres
1996 All prefectures become responsibility centres
1997 Balladur launches TQM
1998 State Reform Commission replaced by General

Direction of the Administration and Civil Service
1998 Multiannual programme of modernization
1998–9 Third wave of privatization (by Jospin)
1999 Interministerial Delegation for State Reform (DIRE)

replaces State Reform Commission and the Sub-
directorate for Modernization of the General
Directorate for Administration and Public Service
(GDAFP)

2000 E-Gov is objective of state reform

2000 Limited introduction of the
35-hour week in public sector

2000 Failed attempt to merge tax
assessment and tax collection



2001–5 2001 Mauroy report on decentralization
2002 President Chirac (conservative)
2002 Raffarin as PM (conservative)
2002 Proportion of cabinet members

with ENA degrees falls from 33%
(1960s) to 15%

2005 de Villepin as PM (conservative)

2001 Establishment of the Institut de la Gestion Publique
et du Développement Économique

2001 Carsenac report on e-government
2003 Cour des Comptes report on mixed effects of

performance contracts
2003 Healthcare reform
2005 Creation of a directorate-general for state

modernization within the Ministry of Finance. This
merged the Directorate for Budgetary Reform with
three offices previously attached to the prime
minister—the Office for Modernization of Public
Management and State Structures, the Office for
Service Users and Administrative Simplification and the
Electronic Administration Development Agency. This
strengthened the hand of the Ministry of Finance
(Bezès, 2007, p. 87). With sixty-eight contract staff out
of a total of 115 A-grades it also became a channel for
consultants from private sector firms to get involved in
state reform (Eymeri- Douzans, 2009).

2003 Strikes because of
Raffarin’s proposals for public
retirement reforms

2003 1,705 ENA candidates for
100 positions

2003 Pilot on performance
bonus for senior bureaucrats

2001 Loi organique relative aux
lois de finances (LOLF)

2001 Reform of Public
Procurement Code

2006–10 2007 President Sarkozy (conservative)
2007 Fillon as PM (conservative)
2010 Decree establishing the authority

of regional prefects over
departmental ones

2011 Law strengthening the powers of
Parliament regarding the control of
the government and of the
implementation of public policies

2007 RGPP General Review of Public Policies
2007 Merger of the Directorate-General Taxation and the

Directorate-General of Public Accounts (merging
also tax assessment and collection)

2008 Large mergers resulting in mega-ministries MINEFI
(economy, finance, and industry) with Employment
and Civil Servants: Minister of Budget, Public
Accounts, and Civil Administration. Also, creation of a
Ministry of Immigration, Integration, National Identity,
and Co-Development; Creation of MEEDDAT (Ministry
of Environment, Energy, Sustainable Development,
and Planning) merging four ministries.

2008 Dati reform reducing number of courts from 1,990
to 866

2008 Report of the Commission for ‘the Liberation of
French Economic Growth’

2010 ‘Une ambition pour dix ans’ Report of the
‘Commission Attali’

2008 Silcani white paper on the
future of the public service

2010 Pensions reform

2007 Merger of Directorate-
General of Taxation (DGI)
with Directorate-General of
Public Accounts (DGCP). The
accompanying measures to
this large-scale merger of
financial administrations
were—for several million
euros—contracted out to
three major consultancy firms.

2009 Audit Committee to look at
budget reductions (consisting
of the spending ministry,
Budget and Public Accounts
ministry, Presidential Staff,
and consultants)

2010 New way of financing
universities (activities and
performance)

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2010–15 2012 President Hollande (socialist)
2012 Ayrault as PM (socialist)
2013 Transparency Act: creation of the

Transparency Authority, online
reporting of elected officials’ private
property

2014 Valls as PM (socialist)
2014 Territorial Reform adopted by

Parliament, leading to mergers of
22 to 13 regions in 2016

2011 Report on territorial public administration
2011 Annual Report of the Médiateur de la République

on public administration (warning about decreasing
effectiveness)

2011 Launch of the website <www.data.gouv.fr>, whose
aim is to provide public data

2012 Report of the Commission for the Renovation and a
Code of Conduct in the Public Sector (Pour un
renouveau démocratique).

2012 Decree (30 October): creation of SGMAP (General
Secretariat for Modernization) under the authority of
the PM

2012 CIMAP: Ministerial Committee of Public
Modernization—interministerial committee to discuss
and implement modernization and simplification
measures

2013 Creation of National Monitoring Council to
evaluate local authorities (Conseil national
d’évaluation des normes applicables aux collectivités
territoriales)

2014 ‘Gouvernement resserré’: Reduction of number of
Ministries from 37 to 16

2014 Simplification process in administrative procedures
related to identification papers, social protection, and
employment in order to guarantee the democratic
needs for more effective, closer, and quick-reacting
authorities

2014 MAPAM Modernization Act aims to clarify the
competencies of the territorial level, notably creating a
new ‘Métropole’ level and a territorial conference to
establish a territorial pact of governance.

2010 Pension Reform Act
(November 2010):
approximation of rules for the
public and private sector to
raise the retirement age

2010 Reform of the Civil Servant
Council (Conseil commun de
la fonction publique):
consultative agency for civil
servants and public employers

2013 1,719 ENA candidates
(highest number of
applications) for eighty
positions

2014 Gender Equality Act:
promote quotas in public and
private administrations

2011 Cour des Comptes annual
report warned the
government about the
growing public deficit

2011 Cour des Comptes report
on the LOLF

2012 Financial Act for the
programming and
governance of public finance
(Loi organique à la
programmation et à la
gouvernance des finances
publiques)

2012 Creation of a monitoring
agency, the Council of Public
Finance (Haut conseil des
finances publiques)

2014 La ‘Loi Macron’, economic
growth and activity bill,
presented to the Council of
Ministers on 10 December
2014, to be debated in
Parliament in 2015

2013 Public report of the Cour
des Comptes: objectives of
reduction of public
expenditure by 13 billion
euros for 2014 and 15 billion
for 2015

http://www.data.gouv.fr


THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

A. Socio-economic forces: general

Germany is by far the biggest and most populous,
as well as one of the richest, of the eight European
states in this book.

B. Global economic forces

Germany is heavily engaged in international trade
and is almost alone in western Europe in maintain-
ing a large export sector in manufactured goods. It
was hard hit in the early stages of the 2008 global
economic crisis but was subsequently one of the EU
economies to recover most rapidly (see Figure A.2).

C. Socio-demographic forces

Although there were some pressures which affected
all three levels of German administration (e.g. the
huge challenge of integration with the former Ger-
man Democratic Republic (DDR) from 1990),
many social problems are dealt with mainly by
local authorities. These include high rates of
unemployment with more people depending on
social welfare benefits, which are provided by
local authorities. Citizens have also become more
demanding and more self-confident in their rela-
tionship with public services, many of which are
provided by local authorities. Local government is
therefore under pressure to introduce improved
services for citizens. Furthermore, due to increasing
competition for production facilities, local author-
ities are involved in policies of regional economic
development, and have to provide new services for
business communities (Röber, 1996, p. 175).

One problem for government at all levels has
been the high rate of immigration and asylum seek-
ing whichGermany has experienced. This has led to
racial tensions, especially in some parts of the east.
These have intensified with the rapid rise in asylum
seekers experienced by the EU from 2015 onwards.
Germany has been a favoured destination.

D. National socio-economic policies

Compared with the EU norm, Germany still has a
large manufacturing sector. This results in signifi-
cant competition with the USA and Asian countries.

Prior to the introduction of the euro in 2001, the
German currency, the Deutsche Mark, had been
one of the strongest in the world. Monetary policy
had been directed by the Bundesbank, which devel-
oped its policy independently from the political
executive, and which served as a model for the
new European Central Bank. Germany is a country
with a strong corporatist tradition, in which firms,
banks, and trade unions have tended towork closely
together. However, Germany’s poor economic per-
formance after 2000 brought these arrangements
into question.

Austerity has impacted less on Germany than
any other EU member state (Kickert and Randma-
Liiv, 2015). Nevertheless, there have been some
adjustments. Since 2008, the common approach
to realizing savings appears to have been to freeze
the hiring and replacement of civil servants. Oster-
held et al. (2013) argue that staff lay-offs were not
possible due to the specific legal status of civil ser-
vants. Furthermore, pay cuts of civil servants were
legally prohibited. One exception to this prohib-
ition is special allowances (e.g. holiday, Christ-
mas) and bonuses, or in the case of externally
contracted staff. Due to the legal basis for periodic
seniority-based pay rises, freezing salaries was not
a viable option either. These observations apply
only to career civil servants (Berufsbeamtentum). In
other parts of the public sector—especially in local
government—there have been substantial staff
cuts, stretching back to before the global economic
crisis (Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014, p. 244).

E. The political system

The German system is a chancellor model (Kanzler-
demokratie), which means that the chancellor is
above other ministers and is more than the primus
inter pares. The president has a primarily symbolic
function, unlike the French or even (to a lesser
extent) the Finnish president. It has also been char-
acterized as a system of ‘cooperative federalism’,
because the Länder are represented in the Bundesrat,
and play a central role both in the legislative
process and the rather complex system of multi-
level policy implementation (Hammerschmid and
Oprisor, 2016). At the federal level there are two
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major parties, the Christian Democratic Union of
Germany (CDU/Christian Social Union (CSU)) and
the Social Democratic Party (SPD). Except for the
big coalition between CDU/CSU and the SPD from
1966 till 1969, federal politics were dominated by
coalitions of CDU/CSU with the small Free Demo-
cratic Party (FDP) from 1946 until 1966 and again
from 1982 till 1998. There was also a coalition of
the SPD with the FDP from 1969 until 1982. From
2001 to 2005 Chancellor Merkel formed a grand
coalition of both the big parties (see Table of Events
at the end of the country file). At the Länder level
the SPD and the Greens have formed coalition
governments, and in 1998 for the first time they
became part of a federal coalition.

The smaller parties are:

• The FDP, which never went beyond 10 per cent
of the national vote but has always been import-
ant as a coalition partner for either the CDU or
the SPD. After the unification of Germany its
relative share of votes decreased, because of a
lack of programme and leadership.

• The Greens started as a movement and turned
into a political party. As a consequence they still
have two major tendencies: ‘fundamentalists’
and ‘realists’. The more it becomes feasible to
join governments, the more influence the Realos
seem to have. The Greens are part of some Länder
and of the post-1998 Federal governments.

The former communists, the Party of Democratic
Socialism (PDS, formerly SED) has gained momen-
tum, especially in the former East Germany.

Alternative for Germany (AfD) is a right-wing,
nationalist, populist party with a strongly anti-
immigration stance. During 2015/16 it began to
score highly in national opinion polls. To get into
the federal Parliament (Bundestag) political parties
have to have a minimum of 5 per cent of the votes.
This eliminates the smaller parties and sometimes
posed problems for the FDP and the Greens. The
voting system is mixed. The first vote (Erststimme)
is majoritarian, and the second vote (Zweit-
stimmme) is proportional.

F. New management ideas

At first the German changes could be characterized
more by administrative tightening up andmodern-
ization than by marketization or minimization
(Derlien, 1998). The German trajectory has also
beenmarked more by incrementalism (‘permanent
flexibility of institutional frameworks’) than by

fundamental change (Benz and Goetz, 1996, p. 5),
and more by improvement of the existing
system rather than an importation of other
systems (König, 1997; Bach and Jann, 2010;
König et al., 2014). However, even at the federal
level the system should not be thought of as static.
Reforms have developed department by depart-
ment, selectively, rather than by comprehensive
programmes (Hammerschmid and Oprisor, 2016).
Also, ‘Regarding both the input (transparency laws,
early citizen participation) and the output dimen-
sion (e.g. National Regulatory Control Council—
Nationaler Normenkontrollrat), one can find the use
of new instruments or a stronger use of already
known instruments (expert committees)’ (Bogumil
and Kuhlmann, 2015, p. 237).

At the local level, where most management
reforms have taken place, new management ideas
were promoted by the Local Management Co-op or
the ‘Joint Local Government Agency for the Simpli-
fication of Administrative Procedures’ (Kommu-
nale Gemeinschaftstelle für Verwaltungsvereinfachung,
KGSt). The KGSt is an independent consultancy
agency organized by a voluntary membership of
municipalities, counties, and local authorities with
more than 10,000 inhabitants.

Following the Tilburg model from the Nether-
lands, the KGSt propagated a modern system of
local government, which was labelled the ‘New
Steering Model’ (Das Neue Steuerungsmodell).
Main characteristics of this model are ‘clear-cut
responsibilities between politics and administra-
tion, a system of contract management, integrated
departmental structures and an emphasis on out-
put control’ (Röber, 1996, p. 176; see also Klages
and Löffler, 1996, p. 135). Elements of this New
Steering Model were applied in a large number of
big cities and counties, and during the 1990s a
variety of participatory innovations were also
made at local levels, especially the use of local
referenda (Wollmann, 2001). However, according
to Kuhlmann et al. (2014, p. 221) a further ‘decen-
tralization of mandatory state tasks leads to reduc-
tions in voluntary local self-government tasks’.

On the whole, therefore, changes in Germany
have been informed by ideas developed within the
public sector rather than by private sector man-
agers or ‘gurus’. It has made less of a fetish of
specific management tools than most other EU
states (Hammerschmid and Oprisor, 2016). One
partial exception to this is the field of quality
improvement, where TQM ideas have exerted a
significant influence.
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G. Pressure from citizens

The focus on democracy and citizen participation
was always very present in Germany and was
labelled as Ausserparlamentarische Opposition (APO—

extraparliamentary opposition). The fact that the
CDU/CSU was in power for almost twenty years
encouraged leftist intellectuals to organize them-
selves to fight government policies and to protect
democracy outside the legislature. After the SPD
joined government, first as part of the Big Coali-
tion, then as the ruling party in the 1970s, the
APO was weakened. In the 1970s the pressure
from citizens resulted in Citizen Initiatives (Bürger-
initiativen) where citizens gathered and tried to
approach political parties, administrations, and
institutions in a more positive way. Thousands of
initiatives were taken in the fields of public infra-
structures, environmental matters, housing, trans-
port, or education. In the 1990s there was the
important new development of local referenda,
which became widely used (Wollmann, 2001).
However, the vast majority of these initiatives
have been pitched at a local level. It has to be
remembered that Germany is a highly decentral-
ized country, in which most public services are
provided by subnational authorities.

H. Party political ideas

There is little radical challenge to the Rechtsstaat
and the basic functioning of the system. The con-
cept of modernization does not embrace the kinds
of radical reforms which have been attempted in
New Zealand and the UK. It is usually the product
of agreements made betweenmanagement and the
trade unions (Röber and Löffler, 1999). The talk of a
‘slim state’, which was popular at the end of the
Kohl chancellorship, did not in fact result in any
major changes at the federal level (Sachverständi-
genrat ‘Schlanker Staat’, 1997). More came from
the later enthusiasm for digital administration,
e.g. the the document Digitale Verwaltung 2020
published by the new coalition government in
September 2014.

In general, specifically party political ‘lines’ on
administration seem to be absent. Party political
ideas are not developed at the federal level but at
the state and local levels, since the electoral process
is focused at these points. This results in sometimes
diverging visions and practices according to spe-
cific situations, which are then not translated into
a common federal party line.

I. Chance events

At the end of the 1970s the Baader-Meinhof Group
(Red Army Faction, RAF) carried out terrorist acts
against representatives of the political, industrial,
and administrative establishment. This resulted in
a discussion on the presence and the removal of
‘extremists’ in the public service (Berufsverbot). This
included a concern to neutralize civil servants who
had been Nazis, or Communists, as well as sympa-
thizers with the terrorist RAF.

From 1990, German unification caused serious
pressure at all levels and aspects of society (though
whether this can really be deemed a ‘chance event’
is debatable). Financially, there was the political
decision to equate the eastern andwesternDeutsche
Mark. The Treuhandanstalt organized the privatiza-
tion of most of the East German economy and the
resulting unemployment had to be absorbed by the
social security system. The former DDR administra-
tive system was reformed according to the Bundes-
republik Deutschland (Federal Republic Germany)
system, and even the location of the capital
changed from Bonn to Berlin. The transformation
of local government in East Germany was ‘between
imposed and innovative institutionalization’
(Wollmann, 1997). However, the main thrust of
unification was not to experiment with new
forms of administration but was rather to extend
the West German system to the East.

From 2014, turmoil in the Middle East led to a
rapid increase in the number of asylum seekers
trying to settle in Germany. Highly publicized
acts of terrorism also took place, some with radical
Islamic connections. Together, these put existing
policies in these areas (border control security,
immigration) under great pressure, although the
final outcome is not clear at the time of writing.

J. Elite decision-making

At present, the perspective of the state as a provider
of services remains predominant in Germany.
However, the federal plan for the elderly of 1993
was a first indication that the German state may
increasingly act as a facilitator rather than as a
direct provider, and there have been a number of
further moves in this direction. Nevertheless, the
idea of local authorities as multifunctional pro-
viders has probably remained more closely intact
than in most other western European countries—
certainly more than, for example, in the UK or the
Netherlands.
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The legal status of the civil service has always
been a political issue of administrative reforms.
The constitutionally guaranteed status of civil ser-
vants remains untouched and is unlikely to change
fundamentally (partly because so many German
MPs are themselves civil servants).

[T]he question whether to impose a national adminis-
trative reform program from above or whether to leave
freedom for local and sectoral initiatives is only a theor-
etical one in the Federal Republic of Germany, where
federal structure and tradition by nature forbid a cen-
tralized approach to administrative reforms. (Klages
and Löffler, 1996, p. 143)

K. The administrative system

The ‘legal state’ or Rechtsstaat is a key idea in the
German system:

While the Rechtsstaat and federal principles constitute
the essential formal parameters for policy making and
public-sector change, the market economy and the
welfare state establish substantial norms which delin-
eate functions and responsibilities of the state . . . These
complex arrangements between state and market
economy, based on neo-corporatist linkages and inter-
mediary organizations, allow the co-existence of mar-
ket ideals such as free enterprise, individualism and
subsidiarity, with a positive evaluation of the welfare
state. (Benz and Goetz, 1996, p. 17)

The Federal Republic of Germany has sixteen
Länder, of which three are city states (Berlin, Bre-
men, and Hamburg), plus hundreds of local gov-
ernments. Only 12 per cent of the public sector
workforce are employed at a federal level (Kuhlmann
and Wollmann, 2014, p. 73). The size of the Länder
varies from 17.7 million inhabitants (N. Rhine-
Westphalia) to 700,000 (Bremen), or from 70,000
km

2

(Bavaria) to 400 km
2

(Bremen). Each Land
determines its own administrative structure. Local
government consists of 329 counties (Kreise), 115
non-county municipalities (kreisfreie Städte), and
14,915municipalities (Gemeinde), which are governed
according to different models (see also Kuhlmann
et al., 2014).

The administrative structure in the Federal
Republic of Germany is moulded by three prin-
ciples. The first principle is ‘separation of powers’,
which distributes legislative, executive, and judi-
cial powers among separate institutions. A second
principle is federalism, which defines Länder as
‘members of the Federation yet retaining a sover-
eign state power of their own’ (Röber, 1996,

p. 170). Local government is the last founding
principle. Local government in Germany mainly
operates on two levels, that of the local authorities
and that of the counties (Röber, 1996, p. 170). Local
self-government has a long tradition in Germany.
The Basic Law and all Land constitutions guarantee
the right of every community to govern local affairs
on its own responsibility (OECD, 1997b).

The development of public management in
Germany has not been uniform because German
administration is extremely varied and complex.
Central government only plays a modest part in
the direct administration of public services. Many
public duties, such as education and police, are
administered by the states (Länder), which have
considerable political and administrative power,
while other public duties (e.g. social services) are
administered by local authorities. As a consequence,
the impact of public management and public man-
agers varies throughout Germany and at different
levels of public administration (Hammerschmid
and Oprisor, 2016; Röber, 1996, pp. 169–70;
Wollmann, 2001).

The role of federal administration is mainly
limited to law-making and is not concerned with
service delivery as such, which therefore reduces
the need for administrative reform at that level.
The concept of the Rechtsstaat and the principle
of legality are embedded in a negotiating and con-
tracting state (Sommerman, 1998). The German
system of public administration is characterized
by the classic bureaucratic model, with strong
emphasis on legality and proper fulfilment of regu-
latory functions (Ordnungsaufgaben). This model is
based on the Weberian ideal type of bureaucracy
with a tall hierarchy of positions, functional spe-
cialization, strict rules, impersonal relationships,
and a high degree of formalization (Röber, 1996,
p. 170). However, the upper levels of the federal
civil service are extensively politicized. It is com-
mon for many such senior officials to change jobs
or take study leave when the political colour of the
government changes (Goetz, 1997). The federal
ministries do, however, have a penumbra of agen-
cies. The number of these increased from the 1950s
until the 1990s, and then declined slightly into the
2000s (just when agencies were being increased in
the UK and the Netherlands). The development of
this agency system has been ‘neither comprehen-
sive nor planned; they are much more evolution-
ary than revolutionary, driven by sectoral policies
and not by any overall agency policy’ (Bach and
Jann, 2010, p. 443).
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L. Contents of the reform package

The modernization of public administration in Ger-
many has to be understood in ‘terms of a “bottom-
up” revolution: there are few reform initiatives at
the federal level, some German Länder show up as
modernization pioneers, but the truly new entrepre-
neurs in the field of modernization are the local
governments’ (Klages and Löffler, 1996, p. 134).

The elements of the New Steering Model that
local governments and some Länder put into prac-
tice included:

• result-oriented budgeting;
• cost calculation of administrative products;
• introduction of commercial book-keeping;
• decentralized resource accountability;
• definition of indicators for quality standards;
• customer orientation;
• outsourcing, contracting out, and privatization;
• openness to ‘competition’.

Faced with budgetary problems, some hospitals
also adopted variants of the New Steering Model.

Klages and Löffler (1996, pp. 137–41) argue that
there was an East–West division in the moderniza-
tion approach of local government, due to the spe-
cific problems facing public administration in East
Germany. The restructuring of the East German
public sector was dramatic. The transformation
encompassed changes in governmental competen-
cies (from holistic planning authority to a balan-
cing function, typical for a market economy), in
the civil service (from political cadre administra-
tion to a civil service based on professional qualifi-
cations), in organization (from unity of powers to
horizontal and vertical separation of powers), and
in procedures (from the guidance principle of the
party to legalistic administrative behaviour). Terri-
torial restructuring of local authorities was necessary
in the face of the enormous financial problems the
local authorities faced. In the eastern part of Ger-
many, the Weberian model was put in place, while,
by contrast, the western part experimented with the
New Steering Model and other innovations.

Major reforms at the federal level have been few
and far between. There has been plenty of discus-
sion and speech-making (e.g. over the idea of a
‘slim state’ in the late 1990s) but often little

tangible result. From 1999 the Modern State—
Modern Administration programme focused on
the idea of an ‘enabling state’, based on modern
management, elimination of bureaucracy, and
e-government. However, implementation was not
easy, and the ‘red-green’ coalition ended up taking
up again some of the reform ideas of its CDU
predecessor (Bach and Jann, 2010; Jann, 2003;
Schröter, 2007). Certain themes appear repeatedly
in reform documents—especially reducing unnece-
ssary bureaucracy and ‘modernization’ (which can
mean a variety of things in different contexts).
Since 2000 recurrent themes have included inte-
grated service delivery (shared service centres
have been an ongoing project since 2005),
e-government/digitalization, and innovation.

M. The implementation process

The initiation and implementation of changes in
Germany is through pilot projects or sectoral
reforms rather than by a comprehensive approach.
At the federal level, reforms are frequently tried out
by one or a few ministries rather than being
imposed by the core executive on the whole of
the government (as in the UK). This has advantages
but can also create problems of dual structures and
isolated islands of reform. The modernization
pressure comes from the lower levels of govern-
ment and is pushed through the Länder up to the
federal level. The usual tempo of reform is a gradual
one, with extensive consultation and a measured
approach over a number of years.

One huge exception to these generalizations was
the unification with East Germany, which was def-
initely a top-down process, and was necessarily
carried out quickly.

N. Reforms actually achieved

There are no recognizable official evaluations of
the outcomes of federal reforms. There are surveys
and academic analyses of the implementation of
the New Steering Model, but these lie largely out-
side our focus on the federal level. Some academic
treatments of the federal reforms go some way
towards evaluating them (e.g. Schröter, 2007;
Wollmann, 2001).
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Key events: The Federal Republic of Germany

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1980–2 Chancellor Schmidt (Social
Democrat)

1982–98 Chancellor Kohl (Christian
Democrat)

1983 Federal commission to simplify laws and
administration

1986–90 1990 German reunification 1986 Creation of Ministry of Environmental Affairs 1990 onwards—Large numbers of
West German civil servants
seconded to the east to set up a
new administration in the eastern
Länder

1986 Amendment to federal
budget code—uniform
accounting system

1991–5 1991 Capital moved from Bonn to
Berlin (although in 2010 more
than 50% of federal employees
still worked in Bonn)

Steps towards privatization of post and
telecommunications. Massive privatization in the
former East Germany.

1995 Creation of a ‘Lean State’ Advisory Council

1993 Reform of financial
distribution system between
federal government and Länder

1996–2000 1998–2005 Chancellor Schröder
(Social Democrat) . Green Party
part of the governing coalition
for the first time.

2000 Joint Procedural Act

1996 Reduction in the number of federal authorities
1999 Launch of programme Modern State: Modern

Administration (renewed in 2004). Emphasis on
efficiency.

2000 onwards—Creation of a federal intranet. Also
launch of programme to put federal services online for
citizens.

1998–2002 Reduction of 18,000 in
total number of federal staff

1998 Introduction of new civil
service competency system in
some ministries (but faded out
after 2002)

1998 Cost and results accounting
system introduced to more than
twenty ministries and agencies

2001–5 2005–9 Chancellor Merkel
(Christian Democrat) . Forms a
‘grand coalition’.

2003 Initiative to reduce bureaucracy (set of 74 projects)
2005 Launch of shared service centre programme (a large

project which continued for many years)
2005 Bundonline 2005 (succeeded by eGovernment 2.0 a

year later)

2003 Reform of the civil service law 2003 Introduction of activity
costing to federal offices

2004 Pilot projects for product
budgeting

2005 Online system for public
procurement

2006–10 2009 CDU/CSU/FDP coalition wins
election. Merkel continues as
chancellor.

2006 Ministry of Interior launches Focused on the Future:
Innovations for Administration

2006 Ministry of the Interior launches eGovernment 2.0,
final report published in June 2010, after which
national e-Government strategy is launched

Continuing reduction in total
number of federal staff

2010 Labour agreement to facilitate
flexible working hours for older
employees in the public sector—

Föderalismusreform I and II—
reforming financial relations
between the federal
government and the Länder



2010–13 Ministry of Interior launches A Networked and
Transparent Administration

regulates semi-retirement,
FALTER-model and further
qualification (Federal Ministry of
the Interior, 2010)

2010 Realignment of MHR-project
group: cost accounting further
continued but not area-wide
for the federal level.

Project of product-based budget
not continued
(Haushaltssteuerung, 2011).

2010–15 2013 CDU/CSU wins election.
Chancellor Merkel forms a grand
coalition with SPD.

2011 Ministry of Interior launches Germany’s Cyber
Security Strategy

2012 Ministry of the Interior publishes the new
organizational concept of an electronic administration
to replace old DOMEA concept.2

2013 Introduction of procedure for the systematic
evaluation of regulatory proposals

2014 Launch of Digital Administration 2020 as a
government programme for administrative
modernization

2014 Launch of Work Programme for Better Regulation,
aimed at simplifying bureaucratic procedures, cutting
red tape, and systemic evaluation of all major
regulatory instruments

2014 Introduction of regular surveys about perceived
quality of cooperation between administration and
citizens/business

2014 Adoption of 21 measures to reduce bureaucratic
burdens for small and medium-sized enterprises.

Effective Governance strategy, which pairs behavioural
science with user-led perspective engagements with
citizens to inform policy measures and public services.

2012 Recommendation on a
demographic-oriented Human
Resource Policy, including
integrated HRM, diversity
management, employee
engagement, and corporate
health management

2015 Amendment to Federal Act on
Gender Equality and Act on
Equality between Women and
Men in the Federal
Administration aimed at
increasing percentage of women
in top executive positions in the
public service and at improving
the work–life balance.
Implementation of this project
will be monitored with a yearly
gender equality index.

Continuation of ‘Federal financial
equalisation system’ (expires in
2019)

2011 First-time application of the
debt brake for the annual
budget—pressure to make
savings on the government1

1 Cf. Federal Government of Germany, 2010.
2 Cf. Federal Ministry of the Interior, 2012c.



ITALY

A. Socio-economic forces: general

With a population of 60 million, Italy is, together
with Germany, France, and the UK, one of the big
states of western Europe (see Appendix A).

B. Global economic forces

Of our twelve countries, Italy has the third highest
proportion of foreign value-added as a share of its
gross exports. Only Belgium and Sweden are higher
on this measure. (See Table A.2.)

C. Socio-demographic issues

Italy is experiencing the same growth in its elderly
population as other EU and North American coun-
tries and despite the stereotypical Italian image of
the strong, extended family, this is putting signifi-
cant strains on social and healthcare services.
Of our twelve countries, it is predicted to have the
highest proportion of elderly citizens in 2020 and
2050 (Table A.5). Culturally (and politically) Italy
exhibits strong contrasts between a poor and ‘back-
ward’ south and an economically and socially
more dynamic north. Italy has also been subject
to sudden upsurges in the numbers of asylum
seekers, in a country which had hitherto had
quite a low percentage of foreign-born residents.

D. National socio-economic policies

An important feature of the Italian economic and
political situation is the long-standing contrast
between the rich, industrialized and urbanized
north and the much poorer, more rural south

There has been a tradition of extensive state dir-
ection over the economy, including state ownership
of banking and insurance, as well as industrial com-
panies. Furthermore, industrial policywas tradition-
ally oriented towards the support of the big Italian
private firms. However, globalization and the open-
ing of national markets within the EU have put
strong pressures on this situation. There was wide-
spread privatization of state firms during the 1990s
(Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 2014, pp. 182–4).

During the 1990s the EU’s ‘convergence criteria’
obliged governments to address the very high level

of national debt, and propelled ‘savings’ to the top
of the political agenda. This, in turn, impacted
upon welfare state policies.

Ongaro et al. (2013) studied the impact of the
financial crisis on administrative reform in Italy.
They argued that the Italian austerity plans,
which were launched in 2010, consisted of a freeze
on temporary contracts, a vacancy replacement rate
of only 20 per cent for 2010–13, a freeze on public
sector wages for 2010–13, and a cut in the highest
public sector salaries. Furthermore, the budget for
temporary contracts was halved.

The number and costs of Italian public employees
was reduced by various governments. Ongaro et al.
(2013) argue this was largely achieved through two
instruments: strict replacement rates (constraints on
turnover) and horizontal, across-the-board expend-
iture cuts (cheese-slicing). Evidence-informed stra-
tegic approaches to cut back management were
largely deemed ‘too sophisticated, and too large to
be feasible’ by Italian decisionmakers (Ongaro et al.,
2013). In 2008, the centre-right Berlusconi govern-
ment launched another reform, downsizing the
workforce mainly by tightening replacement rates
(at 10 per cent in 2009 and 20 per cent in 2010–13),
by halving the budget for fixed-term contracts, and
by reducing managerial positions. These reforms
led to a marked reduction in public employment,
which continued during the Monti government
period (2011–12). The subsequent Italian prime
minister, Matteo Renzi, prided himself on being a
champion of reforms to modernize the Italian pub-
lic sector, but soon become a more vocal critic of
austerity in Europe, as he felt rising pressure from
anti-austerity parties.

E. The political system

Until the political crisis of 1993–4 there were two
main parties, the Christian Democrats (with vote
shares of 33–40 per cent during the 1980s) and the
Communist Party (with around 30 per cent). There
was also a Socialist Party, and various other smaller
parties of the right and left. Governments changed
frequently and were often of the grand coalition
type. The same individuals from the political elite
tended to be in power for long periods. In the early
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and mid 1990s, however, a political and economic
crisis (political bribery and other illegal activities,
the need for large public expenditure cuts) led to
changes in both the electoral system (from propor-
tional towards more majoritarian arrangements)
and the pattern of parties (the effective collapse
of both the Christian Democrats and the Com-
munists and their replacement by a shifting coterie
of new parties).

After 1994 the Italian political system looked
more majoritarian, but still displayed fragmented
coalitions, anti-system parties (e.g. the Northern
League, the refounded, smaller Communist
Party), and parties identified principally with cha-
rismatic leaders (e.g. Prime Minister Berlusconi’s
Forza Italia, Di Pietro’s Italy of Values Party). Dur-
ing these upheavals the position of the president of
the Republic (previously a largely symbolic role)
became somewhat more influential.

This was also a time when many senior civil ser-
vants began to be appointed to political positions.
Indeed, there were two ‘technical’ governments—
the Ciampi administration of 1993 and the Dini
administration of 1995—which were headed by for-
mer central bank executives. Later, another ‘techno-
cratic’ government (Monti, 2011–13) was formed in
response to austerity pressures from the EU.

There has been a move away from centralization
and towards federalism, with major constitu-
tional reforms in 2001 (the Bassanini laws—see
Kuhlmann andWollmann, 2014, pp. 138–9). How-
ever, as often happens in Italy, the implementation
of this strategy has been patchy and slow. At the
local level the influence of party machines has
declined and there has been a trend towards
elected mayors and provincial presidents.

F. New management ideas

In the 1980s there was a fashion for promoting a
corporate, managerial culture in bodies such as
regional and local authorities and hospitals and
healthcare units. During the 1990s there was a
strange melange of traditional, French-derived
administrative doctrines and NPM ideas. The EU
also had a distinct influence, particularly because
of the reform of the structural funds from the late
1980s, which helped introduce new ideas about
financial management, planning, and evaluation
(mandatory evaluations became a feature of the
reformed structural funds system). The Treasury
was an important channel for these influences.
However, the strong legal and cultural features of

Italian administration have often meant that ideas
from outside (e.g. performance-related pay) have
been heavily adapted during implementation, so
that their originally intended effects were lost
(Ongaro and Valotti, 2008). As Italy moved into
the twenty-first century, the intensification of inter-
national networking at regional and local levels
facilitated the introduction of new ideas from the
‘bottomup’. Overall, it has been said that ‘the coun-
try has adopted managerial tools to a significant
extent, yet not up to the point to have changed in
any fundamental way the overall administrative
system’ (Ongaro et al., 2016).

G. Pressures from citizens

Trust in the civil service is not high in Italy (in
Table 5.8 it remains consistently well below 40
per cent). Trust in politicians tends to be very low.
In general, it might be said that there has been
strong, if diffuse, public pressure for reform—a
growing awareness (fuelled by the greater inter-
national traffic in ideas) that inefficiency and
even corruption are not just ‘part of the way things
are’, but are problems which can be tackled. Never-
theless, such reforms as there have been have usu-
ally been very top-down in mode.

H. Party political ideas

The fragmentation and volatility of the party sys-
tem in recent years makes it hard to identify con-
sistently ‘leading’ ideas. Rather, there have been
certain groups of (sometimes contradictory)
themes, e.g.:

• privatization (underpressure fromEUinstitutions);
• downsizing and contracting out and perform-

ance management (Kuhlmann and Wollman,
2014);

• some ‘governance’ ideas, including, most obvi-
ously, decentralization and federalization, but
sometimes also an enhanced emphasis on public
participation and third-sector partnership in ser-
vice provision;

• emphasis on the primacy of political control
(often entailing a tightening of traditional, hier-
archical controls, plus the introduction of a
‘spoils system’ in the mid-1990s);

• the continuing fight against corruption (onmost
measures a bigger problem in Italy than in any of
our other eleven countries).
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I. Chance events

Bribery is not a chance event, but its discovery,
perhaps, may be so regarded! The ‘clean hands’
enquiry, which began in the winter of 1992, was
something of a watershed. It discredited a large part
of the political and business elite, and provided a
catalyst for deep changes in the party system and
the whole political class.

The monetary crisis of the summer of 1992
made a major impact. It led to a new approach to
the national deficit and to tremendous pressure on
public organizations to find savings. The later glo-
bal economic crisis (2008) also made an impact.
Italy was seen as one of the weaker members of
the eurozone, and was obliged to take strong
budgetary measures during 2010—including, for
example, a move to freeze civil service salaries for
the next three years.

J. Elite decision-making

The crises of 1992–4 made it politically very
important to be seen as a ‘reformer’, and provided
a background to many proposals and ideas. Pro-
posals to distance administrative responsibility
from the political leadership (while leaving them
with steering instruments) were understandably
popular, and offered nodes for consensus. Privat-
ization was one example of this, and one which
also helped provide cash during a period of budget-
ary restraint. Decentralization was another rallying
cry, expressed with particular vigour by the North-
ern League. The relative public popularity of the EU
made it less difficult for politicians to carry through
policies of privatization and downsizing, since
these could be represented as being essential
responses to EU convergence criteria.

K. The administrative system

The Italian administrative system is related to its
French cousin, and has sometimes been described
as ‘Napoleonic’. Significant elements include:

• A tradition of state direction of the economy and
society.

• The presence of an elite state cadre, including the
Consiglio di Stato (Council of State), the Corte dei
Conti (national audit office), and the Ispettorato
Generale (a financial inspectorate).

• The strong presence of the central state at
regional level, personified in the person of the
prefetto (prefect).

• The importance of a special body of administra-
tive law, based on the concept that the state
occupies an autonomous domain (see discussion
of the Rechtsstaat in Chapter 3). There is a public
service culture which is hence strongly juridical.

• A four-tier system—state, region, province,
municipality—with large central ministries that
until recently managed many functions. Until
the 1990s the provinces had only limited func-
tions and in 2014 they were abolished.

• Strong regional and cultural differences, despite
the detailed framework of national rules and
regulations (Ongaro and Valotti, 2008).

Overall, the image is of a slow-moving and rather
inefficient administration, although with great
variation, including pockets of muchmoremodern
and innovative practice. Table 5.6 showed Italy as
having by far the lowest efficiency score of our
twelve countries.

L. Contents of the reform package

There was no single, defining ‘package’. During the
1980s there was a good deal of innovation at local
levels and in the health service, much of which was
aimed at strengthening management and modern-
izing budgeting and planning procedures. How-
ever, it was not until the 1990s that major
national reforms got under way. At the beginning
of that decade local authorities were given greater
autonomy to organize their services in different
ways, and an important law on transparency in
public administration was introduced.

Then, during the crises of 1992–4, various
reform packages took shape:

• Privatization and liberalization of banking and
insurance, the dismantling of the state industrial
conglomerate IRI, and the partial liberalization
of the mobile phone sector.

• Changes to the basis of public employment, in
an attempt to introduce more decentralized col-
lective bargaining and more private sector-like
disciplines.

• Clearer lines being drawn between the roles of
elected officials and public managers, particu-
larly at the local level. In practice this demarca-
tion between setting priorities (political) and
managing resources (managerial) proved very
hard to implement.

• Financial management reforms: more recourse
to block budgeting (giving lower-tier authorities
greater discretion to sub-allocate) but simultan-
eously a tightening of cash management.
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• Introduction of a citizens charter (Schiavo, 2000)
and of ‘offices for relations with the public’.

• Reform of the national audit office, reducing its
administrative power and partly reorienting it
from ex ante controls towards ex post controls
and performance audit.

A second wave of reform took place in 1997–9:

• Major decentralization. Invoking the principle of
‘subsidiarity’, many functions were transferred
to the regional and local levels. This was re-
inforced by a new constitutional law in 2001.

• Further employment reform, strengtheningprivate
sector disciplines and introducing performance-
related pay.

• A broad package of administrative simplification,
including the widespread introduction of ‘one-
stop shops’ for businesses (Ongaro, 2004).

• Restructuring of central government, including
mergers of ministries and the creation of execu-
tive agencies that were supposed to operate
through performance contracts.

• Reform of the general system of controls, distin-
guishing between administrative controls, man-
agement controls and strategic controls.

• Accounting reform, aggregating expenditures
into larger ‘units’.

• Increased autonomy given to schools, univer-
sities, and chambers of commerce.

Since 2000 there has been no single, consistent,
prominent focus. However, the following elements
have, from time to time, been highlighted:

• Greater customer focus in public services, partly
through e-government. Also (2009) citizens were
to be given enhanced rights to take failing admin-
istrative authorities to the administrative courts.

• Continuing budget reforms at national and sub-
national level (2009, 2011, 2015).

• Continuing adjustment and readjustment of
civil service personnel regulations.

• Growing focus on performance management,
transparency, and corruption prevention (2009,
2013, 2015).

• Following the 2008 global economic crisis, the
need to make substantial cuts in public spend-
ing. For more details of the austerity policies, see
Section D—although it is debatable whether
many of these changes can really be thought of

as management reforms, as opposed to simple
attempts to save money.

M. The implementation process

Those reforms that were directly driven by the
financial pressures of the economic crisis in the
early 1990s tended to be implemented relatively
quickly. The intensity of implementation of other
reforms was very varied, with long delays and ‘dilu-
tions’ being quite common. There is a widespread
perception that Italy is weak on implementation,
and there are a variety of theories about why that
should be so (Ongaro and Valotti, 2008; Ongaro,
2009, p. 126). ‘The gap between the principles
underlying the design of reforms and the actual
utilisation of management tools seems to be espe-
cially wide in the area of personnel management’
(Ongaro and Valotti, 2008, p. 186).

There has been a considerable debate within Italy
as to whether the reforms of the 1990s were mainly
‘top-down’ or ‘bottom-up’. The answer seems to be
‘both’. Some reforms were clearly driven by national
laws. On the other hand, the autonomization
and decentralization processes released many
innovatory experiments in municipalities and
local hospitals. The spread of ‘city managers’ was
also a largely bottom-up phenomenon.

N. Results actually achieved

No general evaluation is available. It is clear that
considerable structural change has taken place, and
it seems likely that, in many instances, client
orientation has also increased. In the mid-1990s
considerable reductions in public spending were
achieved, although it may be debated how far this
was due to any managerial skill. Some particular
evaluations have been made of specific reforms,
e.g. Valotti (2000—for local government). On-
garo’s academic overview concludes that real forces
for change were released during the 1990s, but that
public management reform became politically
somewhat less prominent after 2001 (Ongaro,
2009, pp. 179–89). More recently Ongaro et al.
(2016) have maintained that, despite much reform
talk and activity, the basic administrative system
has not changed much at all.
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Key events: Italy

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 ‘Business as usual’—constantly changing
coalition governments, but usually with the
same political elite in charge

1980–1 Reforms of local government
1983 Establishment of Public Administration

Department

1986–90 6th and 7th Andreotti governments 1989–91 Higher education reform
1990 New rules on administrative transparency

1991–5 1992 ‘Clean hands’ inquiry
1992 Reforming ‘technical’ government of

Amato
1993 Electoral reforms: powers of mayors

strengthened and national electoral
system moves from a proportional system
to a semi-majoritarian hybrid

1993 Reforming government of Campi
1994 Centre-right coalition under Berlusconi

wins election
1995 Dini as PM

Mergers of ministries
1993 Introduction of citizens’ charters (not very

successful—subsequently reintroduced)

1993 Decree states that public
employment is subject to the
same general rules as private
employment

1991 Reform of Finance Ministry
1992 Monetary crisis
1994 Reform of the Court of

Accounts. Shift away from ex
ante controls.

1995 Reform of pension system

1996–2000 1997 Prodi, PM, leading a centre-left coalition
1997 Devolution of competencies to regional and

local governments

Creation of independent administrative
authorities

1997 Provision on the development of
performance measures

1999 Launch of one-stop shops for businesses
dealing with government

1999 Centralization of public procurement
1999 Merger of ministries

1998 Decree allowing the
appointment of top public
officials by political bodies (a
‘spoils system’). Appointment
of managers from outside the
public service is made easier.

1999 Introduction of personnel
evaluations

1997 Budget reform—

aggregating lines into units
and making each unit the
responsibility of a director-
general

2001–5 2001 Centre-right coalition led by Berlusconi
wins a large majority in both houses

2001 Creation of Ministry of Technological
Innovation

2002 Extension of spoils system
to all staff with a managerial
role

2005 Law reintroduces a
minimum length (3 years) to
managers’ contracts



2006–10 2006 Prodi returns to power with a large and
unwieldy centre-left coalition and a very small
majority

2008 Berlusconi returns to power with a
substantial majority for his centre-right
coalition

The Prodi coalition is weak and management
reforms not as high on the agenda as during
the 1990s

2009 ‘e-Gov 2012’ action plan
2009 ‘Friendly networks’ initiative to provide

‘one-stop’ access points for citizens
2009 The ‘Brunetta Reform’—a decree

embracing significant revisions to civil service
law, aimed at improving public sector
productivity and responsiveness to citizens

2009 Law on fulfilment of EU obligations and on
liberalization of local public services, especially
in the field of water management

2008 Law on PA blocking
turnover in public
administration until 2018

2009 Reform of the
Scuola Nazionale
dell’Amministrazione (SNA),
Italian school of public
management

2009 Tightening of the personnel
system to enforce the annual
ranking of personnel and to
focus performance bonuses on
the top 25%. Claims greater
transparency.

2009 Decree enables citizens to
take administrative authorities
to court if they do not respect
expected standards of service

2009 Law on Fiscal Federalism—

substantial increase in
financial autonomy of
subnational authorities

2010 Global economic crisis
obliges government to make
cuts, including a 3-year
freeze on civil service wages

2010–15 2011 Resignation of Berlusconi government;
Monti’s government (caretaker) takes over as
technocratic government focusing on anti-
crisis measures including massive budget cuts

2013 Letta government
2014 Renzi government (centre-left)

2011 Establishment of Ministry of Public
Administration and Simplification

2012 ‘Semplifica Italia’, package aimed at
administrational and procedural simplification

2012 Reform of Administrative Units, reduction
of number of provinces from 86 to 51,
institutionalization of Metropolitan Cities

2013 Introduction of Transparent Administration
Initiative—all public institutions have to
publish main documents, contracts, budgets,
etc. online

2013 Law introducing financial penalties for
administrations for late implementation of
laws

2013 Law amending public financing of political
parties

2014 Public administration reform focused on
four priorities: digital citizenship,
reorganization of territories, law
implementation, administrative simplification

2011 Law on gender quotas
2012 Major reform of labour

market aiming at flexibility,
contractual relations, and
youth unemployment

2014 Reforms aimed at civil
service employee mobility and
professionalization

2014 Regulation of pensioners’
public employment—
employees eligible for
retirement can no longer be
employed in PA

2014 Salary cap for top civil
servants and civil servant salary
freeze (September 2014)

2015 Administration Reform Act
(Delegation Law 124/2015)
implements innovative human
resource management to

Public sector reforms focusing
on cuts in resources

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2015 Charter of Digital Citizenship includes web-
based participation in public decision-making,
more direct control on public administration
through open data, and improved access to
digital services

2015–17 Simplification Agenda identifies
activities, targets, responsibilities, deadlines
and expected results based on regular
meetings with the main business associations

2015 Administration Reform Act (Delegation Law
124/2015), incorporates HRM reforms and
better central coordination and efficiency
reforms, to create a simpler administration
where decision-making is faster,
organizational procedures are more
streamlined, and spending is more rational

promote performance and
effectiveness, such as skills
allocation planning, new
selection methods, a greater
role for performance
assessment, and performance-
based reward schemes, and
measures for a more inclusive
civil service.

Those seeking a more detailed account are recommended to consult Ongaro, 2009, which includes (pp. 32–49) a table similar in concept to this one, but much more detailed.
Unlike most of the other country files, we do not here give details of all the prime ministers and governments and their parties. The reason is one of simple practicality—both governments
and parties have changed so often during the period under study. Again, Ongaro (2009, chapter 2) is a good guide to this complexity.



THE NETHERLANDS

A. Socio-economic forces: general

The Netherlands has a population of 16.8 million
citizens (2014). This includes substantial commu-
nities originating in the former Dutch colonies, as
well as more recent immigrants from North Africa.
It was not among the hardest-hit countries follow-
ing the 2008 global economic crisis, and has mod-
erate levels of government debt (see Table A.4).
Nevertheless, economic growth during 2008–14
was poor, and Dutch governments took deter-
mined actions to control public spending.

Traditionally the Dutch have prided themselves
on being an open, tolerant society, although during
the twenty-first century anti-immigrant, populist
politicians have attracted a good deal of support.

B. Global economic forces

The Netherlands is particularly exposed to inter-
national trading conditions, having large inter-
national trade sectors, and being the home of
Europe’s largest port (Rotterdam). The Nether-
lands also shares a long border with the EU’s
largest and most robust economy—Germany.
At the same time, foreign value-added as a share
of gross exports has been (comparatively) modest
(Table A.2).

C. Socio-demographic issues

Since the 1980s and even at the beginning of the
1990s the Netherlands was second only to Sweden
(of the twelve countries reviewed) with respect to
the high proportion of GDP devoted to social
expenditure. During the 1990s and especially in
the late 1990s the proportion stabilized and even
decreased relative to other countries (e.g. Sweden,
Finland, France):

Population aging will reduce economic growth and
increase resource transfers to the elderly. This will put
pressure on the retirement-income and healthcare
insurance systems. The Netherlands is better placed
than most OECD countries to meet these pressures
because it has a large, funded occupational pension
system. Even so, the government budget balance is
projected to deteriorate when the baby boom gener-
ation passes to into retirement. (OECD, 2002, p. 3)

Even with a relatively low foreign-born population
(11.6 per cent of the total population—Table A.6),
the Rutte government planned to restrict and limit
access for foreign populations to the Netherlands.
Over the past decade immigration has become a
‘hot topic’ in Dutch politics. The population aged
65 and over is currently 15.5 per cent of the total
population and is predicted to increase to 23.5 per
cent in 2050, placing the Netherlands in the mid-
dle of our twelve countries in this respect (see
Table A.5).

D. National socio-economic policies

Until the recession of the 1970s the post-war history
of the Dutch public sector had been one of more or
less continuous expansion. Then, between 1974
and 1982 the budget situation deteriorated from
surplus to a large deficit. Unsurprisingly, the 1980s
were a period of sharp cutbacks in the public
sector, combinedwith a series ofmeasures to develop
tighter control over state expenditures. After 1989
the Dutch economy performed better, although it
shared in the international slowdown of the early
1990s. Although the governments of the mid and
late 1990s enjoyed a less threatening position on
public spending than their 1980s predecessors, eco-
nomic circumstances were soon to change again.

The 2008 global economic crisis forced the
Dutch government to intervene in the banking
system. Since the pension system relies on a capit-
alization system, substantial losses were taken.
However, the Dutch system has the capacity to
cut budgets drastically if necessary. When the
Rutte cabinet started in 2010, it announced a cut-
back package of up to €18 billion by 2015. Cuts in
national administration included freezing civil ser-
vant salaries and freezing new personnel hires.
Cutbacks of €1.1 billion were imposed on the pro-
vincial and municipal funds. In October 2012, the
new coalition cabinet endorsed €14 billion of cut-
backs, and the coalition agreement contained far-
reaching announcements about territorial reform.

E. The political system

The Netherlands is a unitary, but decentralized
state: ‘traditionally, the Dutch state . . . has always
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resisted centralisation of state authority’ (Kickert
and In’t Veld, 1995, p45). The political system is
consociational, consensual, multi-party, and cor-
poratist (Lijphart, 1984). Elections take place
according to a system of proportional representa-
tion. During the 1980–2000 period the main par-
ties were Christian Democrat (a 1980s merger of
previously separate Christian parties), a Liberal
Party (conservative), a Progressive Liberal Party,
and a Social Democrat party. The Christian parties
were continuously in government from the First
World War until 1994, allied to varying groupings
of other parties. Through the 1970s the governing
coalitions were centre-left, in the 1980s centre-
right. Unusually, in 1994 and 1998, a ‘purple’
(left-right) coalition was formed without Christian
Democrat participation. After the elections of May
2002 and January 2003, the Christian Democrats
returned to government.

In the Netherlands almost every sector of government
policy consists of a myriad of consultative and advis-
ory councils, which are deeply intertwined with gov-
ernment and form an ‘iron ring’ around theministerial
departments . . . Deliberation, consultation, and pur-
suit of compromise and consensus form the deeply
rooted basic traits of Dutch political culture.

(Kickert and In’t Veld, 1995, p. 53)

The 2002 elections were affected by the murder of
Pim Fortuyn. He was a populist politician who
gained a significant number of seats (17 per cent
of the votes) for his Lijst Pim Fortuyn protest party
and—as if from nowhere—became the second
largest party in the Second Chamber. The three
traditional parties represented almost 60 per cent
of the votes. The political tensions resulted in new
elections in 2003 where Fortuyn’s party’s seats
dropped substantially (to 5.6 per cent of the vote).
It became clear that, without their charismatic
leader, the party was composed of contradictory
interests and attitudes. This period traumatized
the Dutch political elite. Whereas the three main
political parties once more represented almost
75 per cent of the vote in the 2003 elections, fur-
ther fragmentation of the party political system
followed.

In the 2006 elections the three traditional par-
ties (CDA—Christen-Democratisch Appèl/Christian
Democratic Appeal, VVD—Volkspartij voor Vrijheid
en Democratie/People’s Party for Freedom and Dem-
ocracy, and PvdA—Partij van de Arbeid/Labour
Party) dropped back to about 60 per cent. Each
party acquired a mirroring, radical fringe party

that split the vote (religious, conservative, and
left). The 2010 elections clearly demonstrated
this. The three traditional parties represented only
53.7 per cent of the vote, while the combined rad-
ical fringe parties gained 43.7 per cent of the vote,
of which 15.4 per cent was for the far-right move-
ment PVV (Partij voor de Vrijheid/Party for Freedom)
of Geert Wilders. This fragmentation of the polit-
ical system and the support of the far-right party of
Wilders resulted in very difficult coalition negoti-
ations for a conservative (Christian Democrats and
conservatives) minority government (52 seats)
with the support of the far-right movement
(24 seats) to give them a 76/150 majority.

As a consequence, the Dutch political system is
less consociational and consensual than it was in
the 1990s. This has implications for its public pol-
icies and its public sector reform programmes.

F. New management ideas

Formerly, the system of consultative and advisory
councils (see Section E) affordedmany channels for
both business-based and academic ideas to enter
public administration:

the Dutch ministries are relatively open organisations.
They are not only populated by career civil servants,
but also by many external consultants and scientists
who contribute enthusiastically to policy making in
general. (Kickert and In’t Veld, 1995, p. 56)

In this respect, therefore, the Netherlands has
been dissimilar to more closed, Rechtsstaat-type
regimes such as Germany or France. Following
the Second World War there was a noticeable ‘de-
juridification’ of public administration. During the
1980s, specific reform ideas came from a number
of other countries, especially Sweden, the UK, and
the USA.

As in many other countries, during the 1980s
notions of comprehensive planning were in rapid
retreat, and business-origin management ideas
increasingly penetrated the public sector. However,
in the Netherlands the drive for efficiency and sav-
ings did not carry the same anti-government ideo-
logical edge as it did, for example, in the UK under
Thatcher or in the USA under Reagan.

It should also be noted that the Netherlands,
relative to its size, has one of the largest communi-
ties of public administration academics in western
Europe. Many professors played some part in advis-
ing government on administrative reform. During
the 1980s open systems approaches and network
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theories provided alternative perspectives to busi-
ness management approaches, and during the
1990s the Dutch academic community played an
important part in developing the ‘New Steering
Model’ of governance (Kickert and In’t Veld,
1995, pp. 59–60; Kickert, 2000, 2008).

A typical procedure for generating new manage-
ment ideas in the Netherlands is to establish com-
missions which produce a report for debate in the
Cabinet and in Parliament, and major evaluations
which suggest corrective actions. The commissions
consist of executive politicians, MPs, academics, or
stakeholders. These commissions report on a range
of issues such as structures of government (Van
Veen, Vonhoff, Wiegel, Scheltema), coordination
(De Grave), responsibility (Scheltema), or commu-
nication (Wallage, Doctors van Leeuwen). Since
about 2000, however, the academic channel has
seemingly lost importance, and international
sources (OECD, consultants, etc.) have gained.

Evaluations also are a key source for new man-
agement ideas. The 2004 Van Beleidsbegroting
tot Beleidsverantwoording evaluation of financial
performance management resulted in a policy
shift (Bouckaert and Halligan, 2008, p. 288), and
the 2004 Programme A Different Government
(Een Andere Overheid) was effectively abandoned
(Luts et al., 2009).

From about 2005 on, there was been a shift
towards a pragmatic approach to public sector
reform. The 2007 Renewal of the central government
focused on better policy, good implementation,
fewer administrative burdens, better control, and
more efficiency (Ministerie Binnenlandse Zaken en
Koninkrijksrelaties, 2007, 2008; see also Tweede
Kamer der Staten Generaal, 2007). Increasingly
there was also an awareness that the benefits of
focusing on performance also have a cost. As a
result, two new themes to guide public sector
reform seem to have emerged: ‘comply or explain’
and ‘trust’. Since the 2008 global economic crisis,
the saving strategy obviously also came to domin-
ate the debate.

The succession of reform programmes shows no
sign of ceasing. In 2011 the Cabinet launched a
Compact Civil Service Implementation Programme
(Uitvoeringsprogramma compacte rijksdienst). It aimed
at reducing the size of the civil service and decreas-
ing compartmentalization.

Overall, the dominant emphases over the past
decade have been ‘a stronger focus on managerial
outcomes and results, the collaboration between
public sector actors, and public sector downsizing’.

There has also been ‘a greater emphasis on
network-type arrangements between (semi-)
public and private bodies involved in the manage-
ment and delivery of public services’ (Jilke et al.,
2016, p. 75).

G. Pressure from citizens

While there is a popular suspicion that ‘the bureau-
cracy’ is inefficient, and while public service seems
to have become a less attractive career option for
young people, Dutch public opinion does not seem
to support the strongly anti-government attitudes
which have been quite popular in the USA, and to
a lesser extent in Australia, New Zealand, and the
UK. But also with regard to other European coun-
tries, public opinion in the Netherlands has a posi-
tive attitude towards the government. Dutch
public opinion also gives high value to institutions
such as Parliament, social security, healthcare, and
education. With specific reference to trust in gov-
ernment, it comes out as the fourth most trusting
country of our twelve in 2014 (Figure 5.2). Overall,
however, there has been ‘relatively little involve-
ment of the general public or politics’ in public
management reform (Jilke et al., 2016, p. 77).

H. Party political ideas

While political parties undoubtedly developed
broad notions about how Dutch government
should be reformed, it is necessary to remember
that the significance of the ideas of any one party
for practical action is likely to be less in a consen-
sual, multi-party system than in the kind of one-
party dominance which has usually characterized
government in New Zealand and the UK. That hav-
ing been said, one may note a number of party
political themes which gained some salience.

First, it is clear that the first Lubbers government,
which came to power as a centre-right coalition
in 1982, was influenced by the right-wing Anglo-
American neo-liberal governments of the time. It
adopted a rhetoric which was pro-privatization
and in favour of slimming down the central state.
Over time this emphasis became somewhat diluted,
especially when the third Lubbers administration
(1989–94) included the Social Democrats as major
partners (instead of the Liberals, as in the first and
second Lubbers governments). Simultaneously,
however, the Social Democratsmuted their previous
ideological resistance to various forms of business-
like practices being (selectively) introduced into the

APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FILES AND TABLES OF EVENTS 311



public sector. Additionally, the pressures to cut back
public spending receded during the 1990s, so that
the context for debate was less acute.

Later, during the 1990s, there was a certain dis-
enchantment with some of the reforms. Following
some critical analyses (e.g. Algemene Rekenkamer,
1995) of the many ZBOs (Zelfstandige Bestuursorga-
nen—autonomous administrative bodies) created
during the 1980s, the new ‘purple coalition’ gov-
ernment of the mid-1990s declared its intention of
restoring the ‘primacy of politics’, meaning a
greater measure of public accountability and trans-
parency for non-ministerial public bodies.

There was a strong shift in debate towards
what the core business was and how to make
(autonomous) administrations more responsible
for results, costs, and quality (Ministerie van
Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2009a,
2009b). From there, debate started on how not to
lose control over these autonomous administra-
tions, to reconnect the public sector and its policies
towhat citizens and society wanted (especially since
the traditional parties were so successfully chal-
lenged electorally by radical fringe parties), and
movements that appealed to the electorate.

I. Chance events

Confidence in the administrative and political sys-
tem has been under pressure. There was a fireworks
factory that exploded in Enschede in 2000 (twenty-
three people were killed, and about 950 wounded).
There was a heavy fire in Volendam in 2003 (four-
teen people were killed, and 180 wounded). In
2005 there was a fire in the Schiphol ‘prison’ for
illegal detainees (eleven people were killed). With
so many people killed and injured, questions on
procedures relating to permits and inspections were
raised, and resulted in reviewing and evaluating
inspection services. Investigations indicated a cul-
ture of ‘cosiness’ and slackness between the regu-
lators and those being regulated.

Then there was the murder of Pim Fortuyn in
2002, which led to a parliamentary commission to
look for responsibilities and levels of accountabil-
ity among the different administrative and polit-
ical actors involved. Further, there was also the
Theo Van Gogh murder in 2004, which put pres-
sure on the image of a pluralist, multicultural, and
tolerant society, and the role of public policies in
achieving this. Finally, there was a large-scale pub-
lic works fraud which raised the issue of ethical
standards in the public sector.

J. Elite decision-making

Much elite attention has been focused on budget-
ary problems. The development of performance
indicators, contractualization, and output budget-
ing were all seen as desirable, and feasible. More
recently, however, the cost–benefit analysis of per-
formance information itself is an issue. The con-
cern to cut expenses was ever-present and
frequently dominant. During the 1980s and early
1990s the political elite was most interested in
strategies for achieving cutbacks, and they have
returned to this since 2008. One can see from
Table 5.5 that this seems to have had some
effect—since 1980 the Netherlands, together with
Sweden, has been the most successful of our twelve
in holding the proportion of social expenditure in
GDP fairly steady.

Top officials, however, were also enthusiastic
about the possibilities of management reforms per
se. During the election campaign in May 2002 the
populist candidate Fortuyn emphasized the mal-
functioning of administrations and certain public
policies. In 2010 the populist Wilders also empha-
sized maladministration. In the face of such con-
tinuing populist attacks, the Dutch public
administration elite is on the defensive.

K. The administrative system

‘Ministerial responsibility is the cornerstone of our
system’ (Kickert and In t’Veld, 1995, p. 46). Minis-
ters are responsible politically, in criminal and in
civil law. Collective decision-making takes place in
the weekly Council of Ministers. The prime minis-
ter is not as strong a coordinating and centralizing
force as in the UK system—indeed, various
attempts during the 1980s and 1990s to strengthen
the office of prime minister have been rejected or
dropped. S/he remains primus inter pares.

In the mid-1990s there were fourteen ministries.
By 2012 there were eleven, employing 109,000
full-time equivalent staff, to which must be added
70,000 staff at the Ministry of Defence and 40,000
employed by ZBOs. Usually there is a one-to-one
relationship between ministers and ministries.
Because of the absence of a strong central power
each has considerable autonomy—more so than
would be the case in New Zealand or the UK.
The highest civil servant in each ministry is
the secretary-general, and ministries are generally
divided into Directorates-General (DGs). In
1995 the ABD (Algemene Bestuursdienst or Senior

312 APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FILES AND TABLES OF EVENTS



Executive Service) was created, which by 2010
included about 800 civil servants.

The civil service is not partisan, and civil service
and political careers are separate. Ministries are
fairly open organizations, at least in the sense
that they frequently bring outside experts into
the processes of policy deliberation (see Section F).

The provincial and municipal levels are highly
significant in terms of services, expenditure, and
personnel. The number of municipalities evolved
from 1,121 in 1900 to 483 in 2004 and to 430
currently (2010). There are twelve provinces, of
which the last one, Flevoland, was added in 1986
as it was reclaimed from the sea. These subnational
tiers are responsible for most of the expensive,
labour-intensive welfare state services (municipal-
ities account for roughly one-third of public
expenditure, though much of this is financed by
central government). Many of the cutbacks of the
1980s were directed at these levels.

L. Contents of the reform package

The contents of the reform package developed over
time, with shifts in the coalition government, and
with changes in the fortunes of the Dutch econ-
omy. In general terms it might be said that a more
radical package appeared in the early part of our
period, especially under the ‘Lubbers 1’ centre-
right coalition of 1982–6. Privatization was a prom-
inent theme, but the scope for returning state bod-
ies to private ownership was less than in the UK or
New Zealand, because the extent of pre-existing
state ownership was more modest. Nevertheless
the Postbank (10,500 staff), Posts and Telecommu-
nications (95,000 staff), the Royal Mint, and the
Fishery Port Authority—the four main state
companies—were either corporatized or wholly or
partly sold off.

Alongside privatization, the ‘Lubbers 1’ admin-
istration announced a series of ‘great operations’.
These comprised measures to trim central govern-
ment spending, decentralize activities to lower
levels of government, and simplify legal and bur-
eaucratic procedures.

The 1980s was also a period in which many new
ZBOs were created. A survey showed that, by 1992,
18 per cent of total state expenditure passed
through these semi-autonomous bodies. Some
were long-established (e.g. De Nederlandse Bank)
but more than 40 per cent dated from after 1980
(Algemene Rekenkamer, 1995). In 2005 one count
numbered the population of ZBOs at well over 600.

In the 1990s the departmental agency, rather
than the ZBO, became the fashionable format for
decentralizing administrative authority. These
included (for example) agencies for Meteorology,
Immigration and Naturalization, Defence Telemat-
ics, and the Government Buildings Service.

In HRM/personnel management there was a
gradual shift towards the ‘normalization’ of the
terms of public service, i.e. bringing them more in
line with private sector labour conditions. The
Netherlands, along with most other countries in
this study, experienced a tension between the
desire to use HRM to build a more skilled and
highly motivated workforce and the desire to
shed jobs and economize (Korsten and der Krogt,
1995). The latter naturally became dominant after
the 2008 global economic crisis.

Throughout the period there was a trend to
develop and refine performance indicators for a
widening range of public services. Initially there
was a firm policy to have a high performance indi-
cator coverage of the budget (VBTB), including effi-
ciency and effectiveness, and to have developed
monitoring systems, also for benchmarking pur-
poses (De Kool, 2008), plus a cost accounting
system.

Since the 1970s the Dutch government has been
interested in performance-oriented budgeting and
policy analysis. During the 1980s the need for
stringent financial control dominated the perform-
ance agenda. As government finances were again
under control in the early 1990s, results-oriented
budgeting and management regained attention. In
1991 internal agencies were set up within the
departments. These internal agencies have an
accrual budget and are managed by a results-
oriented steering model (Smullen, 2010). In the
1990s there was also an increasing trend to inte-
grate performance measures in the budget docu-
ments. Finally, in 2001, performance budgeting
was legally implemented (VBTB): the format of
the budget bill became outcome-oriented and
policy objectives and performance measures were
integrated in the explanatory memorandum.
Departmental accounting offices were transformed
into departmental audit offices (2002), which were
merged into the Central Audit Directorate (2008).
This is part of a concern to reduce the administra-
tive overload of inspection, checking, and audit-
ing. Reducing the ‘control tower’ became a
concern stemming from the doctrine that the
benefits of measurement and regulation should be
significantly more substantial than the costs.
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From 2010 the Rutte cabinet merged some min-
istries, and several departmental reshuffles took
place. Furthermore, the provincial administrations
were to restrict themselves to their core tasks, and
mergers were proposed for several provinces, most
particularly in the ‘Randstad’ (the Amsterdam-
Utrecht-Rotterdam-The Hague) area). In October
2012, the new coalition cabinet endorsed €14
billion of cutbacks, and the coalition agreement
contained far-reaching announcements about
territorial reform, including proposals to merge
the existing thirteen provinces into five regions,
while inviting further mergers. Municipalities
were to increase their size to 100,000 inhabitants.
Managerial efficiency gains in departments and
agencies were argued to lead to an additional €1.1
billion cut in central administration. However, in
2014 it seems that some of the proposed provincial
mergers were no longer on the table.

M. The implementation process

In many (perhaps most) countries, the rhetoric of
public management reform outdistances the actual
changes in practice. This has certainly been true for
the Netherlands. The implementation of decentral-
ization is a good example:

the decentralisation process in the 1980s and 1990s
became largely a power struggle. Spending depart-
ments often held out resolutely (and with success)
against the transfer of power to provinces and munici-
palities. Decentralisation only began to assume any
importance when spending cuts and decentralisation
were brought together in a single context: municipal-
ities were permitted to take over certain tasks if they
were prepared to accept 90% funding; the 10% con-
traction was (without much evidence) justified as ‘effi-
ciency gains’. (Derksen and Korsten, 1995, p. 83)

More generally, implementation has been an incre-
mental and selective process—much less of a series
of dramatic ‘waves’ than in the UK or New Zealand
(Jilke et al., 2016). This is perhaps only to be
expected of a politico-administrative system that
prides itself on its consensual character. However,
this is not to suggest that implementation has
always been smooth. Waves of savings have
affected implementation, and waves of political

pressure by radical and populist parties have
shifted the policy contents.

N. Reforms actually achieved

The Netherlands is a country where programme
and policy evaluation has been fairly widely prac-
tised (even as early as 1991 a survey recorded 300
evaluations being undertaken across fourteen min-
istries), but for a considerable time relatively little
of this effort has focused upon management
reforms per se. For example, many ZBOs were cre-
ated during the 1980s, but, writing in the mid-
1990s, one Dutch expert considered that their per-
formance was a blind spot (Leeuw, 1995). Certainly
there does not seem to have been any overall evalu-
ation of the reforms, such as the ‘great operations’
of the Lubbers 1 and 2 administrations. There have,
however, been a few academic assessments (e.g.
Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Konink-
rijksrelaties, 2009a). There have also been partial
evaluations by the administration, e.g. on VBTB,
on quality in the public sector (Ministerie van Bin-
nenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2009c), or
by the Court of Audit (Algemene Rekenkamer), e.g.
on the functionality of the agencies. In particular,
the Algemene Rekenkamer published a 1995 report
which was highly critical of the lack of public
accountability of some ZBOs. The report indicated
that only 22 per cent of the ZBOs surveyed pro-
duced performance indicator data for their parent
ministries. Financial control procedures were often
weak and in some cases the legal basis for certain
tasks was not clear (Algemene Rekenkamer, 1995).
The Court of Audit has from time to time con-
tinued to produce critical reports of a number of
the key public management reforms (see <www.
rekenkamer.nl>). One might note that, in a com-
parative survey of senior officials in seventeen EU
countries, Dutch civil servants emerged as the third
most optimistic concerning how far administra-
tion had improved in the past decade, although at
the same time they regarded the reforms as very
demanding (Hammerschmid et al., 2016, p. 265).
Staff became less satisfied after agencification, and
there was no difference in satisfaction levels
between service provision by government or by
semi-autonomous agencies (Overman, 2016).
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Key events: The Netherlands

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1981 Van Agt as PM (CD, Soc.)
1981 Major Operations: deregulations,

privatization, reconsideration
1982 Lubbers as PM (CD, Lib.)

1982 Reorganization, including
decentralization

1984 Central Steering Committee for
Personnel Policy

1986–90 1986 Lubbers II as PM (CD, Lib.)
1989 Lubbers III as PM (CD, Soc.)

1990 Ministerial Committee for Major
Efficiency Operations

1989 Pay differentials
1989 National School of Public

Administration (NSOB)
1990 Small-Scale Efficiency Operations

1986 Financial Accountability Operation
(until 1991)

1990 Performance indicators (PIs) in budget

1991–5 1991 Core Business Operation
1992 Towards More Results-Oriented

Management (government report)
1994 Kok as PM (Soc., Lib.)
1994 Choices for the Future
1994 Ministerial Committee for Political

Reform (Interior)
1994 Ministerial Committee for Market

Improvement, Deregulation, and
Legislative Quality (PM)

1995 Back to the Future (Policy
document on ICT and use of
information)

1992 Interior: Major Efficiency
Operation (privatization and staff
reduction)

1992 Agreement Central-Local: transfer
of tasks

1993 Tailor-Made Advice: revision of
advisory bodies

1993 Towards Core Ministries (small
administrative centres)

1994 First Agencies (4)
1995 Government position on semi-

privatized bodies; screening of 253
Autonomous Administrative
Authorities (AAA)

1991 ‘Normalization’ of status of
government employees; evaluation
of performance-related pay

1992 Agreement (with trade unions) to
privatize General Pension Fund (by
1996)

1993 Organization and Working
Methods of the Civil Service (core
tasks)

1995 Senior Public Service (SPS)

1992 Ministries report on policy evaluation in
budget memorandum

1992 Strengthen Accounting Law (1976):
more PIs

1993 Policy Evaluation Programme
1994 ‘Reconsideration Procedure’ replaced

by Interdepartmental Policy Audit
1995 Double-entry book-keeping for

agencies
1995 Adjust Accounting Law

1996–2000 1996 Framework Act on Advisory
System

1997 Cohen Report: Market and
Government

1998 Kok as PM (Soc., Lib.)

1997 Evaluation of agencies
1998 Total of 19 agencies

1997 36-hour week in public service
1998 Extension of SPS to all 1,500

management positions
2000 Review of SPS
2000 Reform of employment guidance

system

1996 Financial Relations Act (municipalities)
1996 Commission for Finance audits PIs

(Parliament)
1997–8 PIs in budget (second stage):

outputs; third stage: link cost/expenses–
output (efficiency)

1998 Interdepartmental Management Audit
1999 VBTB: policy goals structure budget
2000 Government Governance
2000 ZBO new regulation on budget and

accounts

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2001–5 2002 Balkenende I as PM (CDA/Fortuyn)
2003 Balkenende II as PM (CDA, Lib.)
2003 Programme A Different

Government: rethinking central
government tasks, reducing
bureaucracy and administrative
burden, improving organization,
establishing e-government

2005 Committee on Governmental
Overload

2001 Total of 23 agencies
2001 New rules for establishing ZBOs
2002 Framework Law ZBO (total of 340

ZBOs; some are reduced to agency
status)

2002 Reorganization of public
employment organization, including
marketization

2003 Creation of a Shared Service
Center

2001 RPE Regulation on Performance
Measurement and Policy Evaluation

2001–2 Public Finance Act
2002 Report on PPP financial instruments
2002 Reform of Departmental Accounting

Offices into Departmental Audit Offices
(DAD)

2003 Overregulation and Overcontrol
(interdepartmental policy review)

2004 Audit Function Quality Plan (final report
to improve the performance of central
government audit departments)

2004–5 Report Interdepartmental
investigation (IBO) on regulation pressure
and control pyramid

2004 Evaluation of VBTB (linking PIs to
budget)

2006–10 2006 Balkenende III as PM (CDA, Lib.)
2007 Balkenende IV as PM (CDA, Soc.)

Renewal of Central Government
(Vernieuwing Rijksdienst):
downsizing government’s
workforce, decompartmentalizing
the ministries, improving
organization, improving quality of
public services, reducing
administrative burden

2007 Government for the Future
(gathering knowledge and building
expertise)

2006 Total of agencies is 40; total of
ZBOs is about 430

2006 Charter Law on ZBOs
2007 Regulation for cost accounting in

agencies and ZBOs
2008 DG Central Government

Organization and Operational
Management

2008 Inspection Reform Programme
(modernization of central
government inspectorates)

2007 Mobility Organization
2008–11 Downsizing public

employment by 12,800 FTEs (7.5%
of total central government
workforce)

2006 RPE new Regulation on Performance
Measurement and Policy Evaluation

2008 Merger of different departmental audit
services into one Central Audit Directorate



2010–15 2010 Rutte as PM (minority cabinet of
Lib., CDA, with support from far-
right PVV), focus on ‘compact central
government’

2012 Rutte as PM (VVD-PVDA), focuses
on cheaper, more flexible, and more
efficient government

2012 Simplification of mobility between
departments

2012 Merger of the Inspectorate for
Housing, Spatial Planning, and the
Transport and Public Work
Inspectorate: creation of the Human
Environment and Transport
Inspectorate

2013 Reform Agenda Civil Service
(Hervormingsagenda Rijksdienst)
outlines reforms aimed at reducing
the cost of the civil service while
improving service delivery and
‘decisiveness’ of civil service

2013 Merger of different market
authorities

2012–17 Agreement to cut red tape by
5% per year

2015 One shared service organization
for ICT

2013 Ministry of Interior announces
objective to have a fully digital civil
service by 2017

2015 Extensive decentralization of
‘social domain’ tasks to the
municipal level: municipalities will
become responsible for child
welfare, (un)employment, and long-
term care for the sick and elderly.
Allocation of one yearly budget.

2011 Implementation of
Functiegebouw Rijk to increase focus
on results, work behaviour,
professional development, and
employee mobility in the civil service.
Included a major overhaul of civil
service function classifications and
career paths, and the introduction of
a website to allow civil servants to
plan their own career development.

2010–17 Downsizing total public
employment by 150,000 FTEs
(8–12%) (Ministerie van
Binnenlandse Zaken, 2013)

2011–15 Civil servants’ wages are
frozen and no longer corrected for
inflation

2012 Central government introduces
‘Strategic Human Resource
Management 2020’ reform agenda
to maintain the government as an
appealing employer

2015 HR services centralized at the
Ministry of the Interior

2017 Law announced on normalization
of civil servants’ legal status
(normalisering rechtspositie
ambtenaren) leading to closer
alignment of civil servants’ and
private employees’ legal status

Both Rutte administrations announced
additional budget cuts for the civil service.
Ministries, agencies, and ZBOs given
relative freedom to decide how to achieve
the required cuts, in addition to central
measures regarding personnel and
organizational reform.

2013 Responsible budgeting (Verantwoord
Begroten): reform of budgeting aimed at
more accountability and transparency of
financial information and financial
instruments



NEW ZEALAND

A. Socio-economic forces: general

New Zealand is a small country (population 4.7
million in 2016) in a peripheral geographical loca-
tion (2,000 km from Australia). GNP per capita fell
from 90 in 1985 to 76 in 1992 (where OECD aver-
age = 100). From the late 1990s there was a period
of growth, and the subsequent impacts of the 2008
global economic crisis, although significant, still
left New Zealand and Australia with the highest
growth rates (if one compares 2002–4 with
2012–14) of our twelve countries (Figure A.2). There
used to bevery close economic and cultural ties to the
UK, but these began to dwindle after the UK joined
the EuropeanCommunity in 1973, and the favoured
arrangements forNewZealand agricultural exports to
the UKmarket were dismantled. There are two main
population groups—Europeans and Maori. The lat-
ter (15 per cent of the population) havebeen increas-
inglypolitically active in insistingon their rights and
pointing to inequalities—a process sometimes
described as ‘internal decolonization’ (Castles et al.,
1996, chapter 7). See Appendix A for further details
of New Zealand’s comparative position.

B. Global economic forces

The system of protectionism which had been in
place since the Second World War was close to
the point of collapse by the early 1980s. In 1952,
65 per cent of exports had gone to the UK and only
1.7 per cent to Asia. By 1982 the first figure had
fallen to 14.7 per cent and the second had risen to
31.8 per cent (Castles et al., 1996, p. 25).

When the fourth Labour government led by
David Lange came to power in July 1984 the econ-
omy was stagnant and the national debt was large.
The New Zealand Reserve Bank suspended trading
in the New Zealand dollar and a 20 per cent devalu-
ation quickly followed. The government’s first
priorities were tax reform, financial deregulation,
and privatization. The comprehensive (and
subsequently world-famous) public management
reforms of 1984–90 flowed directly from this finan-
cial and economic crisis. There are alternative
interpretations concerning the extent to which
the exchange rate crisis was also the symptom of
a deeper economic crisis—critics say the new gov-
ernment exploited the situation to push through
its radical agenda.

Restructuring the economy was undertaken at
high speed, but the beneficial impacts took more
than five years to show through. The interim period
was very tough. In 1985 inflation reached 13 per
cent. Overseas firmswere prominent beneficiaries of
the privatization programme, being mainly respon-
sible for the purchase of the railways, the telephone
system, and (thanks to financial deregulation) most
of the major banks. Between 1985 and 1992 the
economy actually shrank by 1 per cent. Between
1995 and 2008, however, respectable growth rates
returned (see Table A.1).

While the New Zealand economy remains open
to the influences of global economic trends,
Table A.3 shows that from 1995 to 2011 it has
tended to have a fairly low percentage of foreign
value-added as a share of gross exports.

C. Socio-demographic change

Prior to 1984 unemployment had usually been low
(less than 5 per cent) in New Zealand. It rose rapidly
between 1985 and the early 1990s, reaching more
than 10 per cent in 1992/3. The social effects of this
were widespread and harsh. This was partly because
many social benefits were linked to employment
status but also because from 1990 the National gov-
ernment initiated the rapid dismantling ofmuch of
the previous welfare state system. Speaking about
the 1980s, Castles et al. (1996, p. 101) state:

a very substantial decline in real wages over the latter
half of the period was accompanied by distributional
effects . . . These included an increased incidence of low
pay for men, a decline in the share of real gross income
of wage and salary earners accruing to each of the
bottom three quintiles and a marked increase in the
share of the top quintile.

As might be expected, women and ethnic minor-
ities were particularly hard hit by the simultaneous
worsening of employment conditions and slim-
ming down of welfare provision.

During the twenty-first century New Zealand
faces the same problems of ageing populations as
all our other countries. At the moment it enjoys a
somewhat younger population than most, but it is
projected to experience a big growth in the elderly
share after 2020 (Table A.6). In income terms it is a
relatively egalitarian country (Table A.7).

318 APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FILES AND TABLES OF EVENTS



D. National socio-economic policies

After 1984 there was a very clear commitment to a
comprehensive economic restructuring: tax reform
(to lower the tax burdens on business), financial
deregulation (to attract foreign capital), and privat-
ization (to promote efficiency and relieve pressures
on public spending). The generous New Zealand
welfare state was left largely intact at first, but
major reforms aimed at reducing welfare and social
security expenditure were instituted by the incom-
ing National Party government of 1990 (Gregory
and Eichbaum, 2014). An Employment Equity Act
introduced by the Labour government in 1990 was
soon repealedby itsNational successor. TheEmploy-
ment Contracts Act significantly deregulated the
labour market. Since the mid-1990s and the return
of economic growth, governments have been able
somewhat to soften their mix of economic policies.

New Zealand’s economy grew steadily during the
1990s until 1998, and despite the impact of the
Asian financial crisis in mid-1998, the decade ended
with confident growth (The Commonwealth, 2016).
The 1999–2008 Labour coalition government
(1999–2008) increased spending on health, educa-
tion, and public housing as part of its ‘third way’
policy (Humpage, 2015), in an attempt to reduce
the gap between rich and poor which had opened
up since the introduction of free market policies in
the mid-1980s. Economic growth was steady but
slowed down in the period 2004–8, and New Zeal-
and’s economy moved into recession when exports
collapsed in the global economic crisis in 2008.

In the context of a weak economy, and a series of
national disasters, a new conservative National
government (2008–) was elected. This government
presented zero budgets for three years in a row,
managing to maintain key social expenditures by
instituting significant public sector job cuts and
privatizations (Humpage, 2015). However, after
the 2011 elections, the National Party argued it
had won a mandate for welfare reform, and tight-
ened benefit eligibility, reduced the number of core
benefits and introduced new work and social obli-
gations for benefit recipients (Humpage, 2015).
However, after exports picked up during 2009–10,
the economy began to grow again and growth was
sustained at 2–3 per cent in 2011–15 (The
Commonwealth, 2016).

E. The political system

The political executive is drawn exclusively from a
small legislature, organized on Westminster

principles. There is no upper house. There is no
single written constitutional document.

Until 1996 the electoral system was based on a
single-constituency-member, ‘first-past-the-post’
system, which usually delivers a single party to
power. Once in power, ‘Public servants and their
managers have long operated in a context in which
the Prime Minister and cabinet could, if they
wished, ride roughshod over any opposition’
(Boston et al., 1996, p. 68). However, following
a constitutional referendum in 1993, the electoral
system was changed (1996) to one based onmixed-
member proportional representation (MMP).
Subsequently, coalition governments have become
the norm, and there has been considerable
rearrangement of the political parties.

Unlike other small countries in our set (Finland,
the Netherlands), New Zealand has traditionally
been fairly centralized. There has been ‘A prefer-
ence for retaining key governmental powers and
responsibilities at the central government level,
with only limited devolution to sub-national gov-
ernment, despite considerable rhetoric about devo-
lution in the 1980s’ (Boston et al., 1996, p. 5).

F. New management ideas

The public management reforms in New Zealand
were unusual both in their comprehensiveness
and in the relatively high degree to which they
were based on explicitly theoretical ideas about
management. The then central financial controller
to the Treasury wrote: ‘A number of literatures
contributed . . . The sources included public choice
theory, managerialism, transaction cost econom-
ics, public policy, public sector financial manage-
ment and accounting’ (Ball, 1993, p. 5).

There was a shared intellectual background
within the quite small group of key ministers,
senior civil servants, and businessmen who drove
through the reforms: ‘there were a series of quite
close relationships set up, from about 1982 on, by a
group that encompassed the corporate business
sector, the senior Labour parliamentary group’
(Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 1994, p. 3).
The highly theoretical character of much of this
thinking was novel:

Like their British counterparts, senior New Zealand
public servants had not been known in the past for
their interest in theory. The emphasis on using theory
to guide policy was, therefore, a novelty. It seems to
have been due, at least in part, to the growing influ-
ence of economists and the particular kind of higher
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education which many of these economists, especially
those in the Treasury, received. (Boston, 1995, p. 168)

The content of this thinking, in institutional
terms, may be expressed as follows (borrowing
from Boston et al., 1996, pp. 81–2):

• prefer private sector over state sector organiza-
tions wherever possible, especially for commer-
cial functions;

• prefer non-departmental organizations over
ministerial departments, especially for policy
implementation;

• prefer small to large organizations;
• prefer single-purpose to multi-purpose

organizations;
• allow pluriform administrative structures rather

than seeking uniformity (‘horses for courses’);
• separate policy from operations;
• separate funding from purchasing and purchas-

ing from providing;
• separate operations from regulation;
• separate provision from review and audit;
• prefer multi-source to single-source supply;
• place like with like (primarily on the basis of the

purpose or the type of activity);
• aim for short (‘flat’) rather than long hierarchies;
• aim for ‘straight-line’ accountability/avoid ‘mul-

tiple principals’; and
• decentralize wherever possible.

Since the late 1990s a rather different set of ideas
has gained circulation. Drawing on interna-
tional debates, but adapting them to the parti-
cular national circumstances, governments have
stressed the potential of e-government, the need
for ‘joining up’, and the value of a unified, ethically
committed public service. In the 2000s ‘whole-of-
government’ thinking and coordination became
important themes.

G. Pressure from citizens

The rush of reforms from 1984 to 1994 could not
be described as a response to direct pressure from
citizens. In fact at first they were controversial and
widely unpopular. They were a package pushed
through quickly by an elite which took the win-
dow of opportunity for radical reform (Aberbach
and Christensen, 2001). Since the 1996 shift
to a system of proportional representation such
untrammelled elite actions have been rather more
difficult, and the pace and scope of reform have
been reduced. It remains true, however, that, as in

all our countries, citizen-origin ideas seldom trans-
late directly into specific management reforms.

H. Party political ideas

Until the advent of proportional representation in
1996 the main electoral competition had taken
place between the Labour Party (broadly social
democratic) and the National Party (broadly con-
servative). It is noticeable that the New Zealand
Labour and Australian Labor governments were
the only Labour/social democrat executives in the
OECD to respond to the global economic pressures
of the 1980s by actively embracing market-
oriented reforms (Castles et al., 1996, p. 2). Labour
had been in power from 1935 until 1949, and dur-
ing that time had established what was arguably
the world’s first comprehensive welfare state. After
this, however, Labour enjoyed only brief periods in
power (1957–60 and 1972–5) before their coming
to office in 1984.

Specifically party political ideas do not appear to
have had much influence on the New Zealand
reforms of 1984–90. The policies which were put
in place were developed rapidly and without much
external consultation by the governing elite
(Castles et al., 1996). Unlike the Australian Labor
Party, the New Zealand Labour Party did not have
particularly close links with the trade union move-
ment, and its relatively unrestrained constitutional
position allowed it to choose its policies with few
major constraints. The ideas which have become
more prominent since the late 1990s (see Section F)
do not seem to be strongly party-related: rather
they have been drawn from the wider international
circulation of ideas.

I. Chance events

It is not obvious whether any chance events had a
major and direct influence on the course and con-
tent of public management reforms. However,
it might be said that the Cave Creek disaster (in
which, in 1995, fourteen young people died when
an observation platform collapsed in a Depart-
ment of Conservation nature reserve) provided a
focus for much public unease about the changes
which had been implemented over the previous
decade. One theme in the media treatment of the
Cave Creek tragedy was the lack of individual
responsibility in the decentralized public service
(Gregory, 1998).
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J. Elite decision-making

The small, elite group of Labour Party ministers
and civil servants who drove the New Zealand
reforms from 1984 to 1990 were, in the main,
enthusiasts for the new management ideas spelled
out in Section F. When the National Party returned
to power in 1990, there was no great change to this
‘menu’, other, perhaps, than a willingness to apply
these concepts even more vigorously than before
to the social protection system. Nevertheless, it
would be a mistake to see the New Zealand
example as the pure and undiluted application of
a set of tightly knit theoretical ideas. To begin with,
the ideas do not all fit together perfectly—
sometimes different principles or guidelines seem
to point in different directions. Furthermore, many
detailed, practical compromises had to be made
(Boston et al., 1996, pp. 82–6). For example:

despite the substantial privatisation programme dur-
ing the late 1980s, a number of important commercial
organisations remain in public ownership, and there
has been little public or political support for privatisa-
tion in areas like education, health care, and scientific
research. (Boston et al., 1996, p. 82)

By the turn of the century the mood had shifted
somewhat and, without favouring any fundamen-
tal reversal of the great changes of 1984–94, gov-
ernments became more concerned with issues of
better institutional coordination, restoring morale
and leadership within the public service, and more
community involvement in policymaking and ser-
vice design and delivery (Chapman and Duncan,
2007; State Services Commission, 2001, 2002).

K. The administrative system

At the outset of the reforms the New Zealand pub-
lic service was a unified, non-party political, career
service. Senior public servants ‘tended to take a
broad service-wide perspective at least as much as
a narrow departmental focus’ (Boston et al., 1996,
p. 56). It was heavily rule-bound (especially in mat-
ters of personnel and industrial relations) and by
the early 1980s was widely regarded as inefficient.

Much of this was changed by the 1988 State
Sector Act and other reforms. Personnel powers
were decentralized and senior civil servants were
henceforth employed on performance-related con-
tracts. Large departmental structures were broken
up into a larger number of smaller agencies, each
with a more closely defined set of objectives and
targets. The turnover of chief executives was quite

rapid—over 80 per cent of those initially appointed
had gone by 1995. Nevertheless, the State Services
Commission has retained effective control of
senior appointments—the system has not become
as politicized as in Australia (Halligan, 2002). Fur-
thermore, although more fragmented than for-
merly, it remains a highly centralized system in
comparison with countries such as Finland, Ger-
many, Sweden, or the USA (see Table 3.2).

When concerns arose concerning the fragmenta-
tion and loss of esprit de corps induced by the reforms,
the role of the State Services Commission was
revived somewhat. The 2004 State Sector Amend-
ment Act enhanced its authority, and it subse-
quently promulgated a set of key state service
development goals, which were themselves revised
in 2007. The State Services Commission also sup-
ported improved coordination between agencies.

L. The contents of the reform package

The key management changes from the period of
radical reform were embodied in four pieces of
legislation:

• The State Owned Enterprises Act, 1986. This pro-
vided the basis for converting the old trading
departments and corporations into businesses
along private sector lines.

• The State Sector Act, 1988.Chief executivesbecame
fully accountable for managing their departments
efficiently and effectively. The role of the state ser-
vices commissioner shifted from that of employer
and manager of the public service to that of
employer of the chief executives and adviser to
the government on general management and per-
sonnel issues. Chief executives became the man-
agers of their own departmental staff.

• The Public Finance Act, 1989. Introduced accruals
accounting and insisted on a focus on outputs
and outcomes rather than inputs and activities.

• The Fiscal Responsibility Act, 1994. Obliged the
government to set out its fiscal objectives and
explain how these were related to stated principles
of responsible fiscal management. In 2004, this
legislation was incorporated into the Public
Finance Act 1989.

After 1994 the pace of reform slowed. There were
(understandably) signs of ‘reform fatigue’, and
there were modest retreats and readjustments
where the purity of the original doctrines seemed
to have led to obviously negative consequences.
Significantly, a major report in 2001 (the Review of
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the centre; see State Services Commission, 2001,
2002) emphasized the following problems:

• the need for better coordination in what had
become a fragmented system of state sector
organizations;

• the need to concentrate more on the formula-
tion and pursuit of desired outcomes, rather than
simply mechanically pursuing outputs;

• the need to involve citizens and communities
more with policymaking, service design, and ser-
vice delivery;

• the need to strengthen the public service culture,
encourage the public service ethos, and invest in
public service leadership.

In addition to these issues (each of which provoked
certain particular reforms, such as strengthening
the State Services Commission—see Table of
Events at the end of the country file) there were
also (as in most other countries) a series of initia-
tives to develop and extend e-government.

M. The implementation process

The implementation process was vigorous—at
times harsh—and fairly continuous for the eight
years following the 1984 election. The key civil
servants at the Treasury and the State Services
Commission played central roles. Much use was
also made of management consultants and other
experts brought in from outside. The human rela-
tions climate was often poor—formally a fairly
humanist model of HRM was adopted during the
1980s, but in practice there were many job losses,
large restructurings, great pressures, and many
upheavals (Boston et al., 1996, p. 213).

By the early twenty-first century it seemed that
one of the longer-term results of the reforms—
especially the budget and financial management
reforms—had been a serious running down of the
capability of government departments (Newberry,
2002). Resource starvation and short-termism
appear to have become part of (intentionally or
otherwise) the procedures through which the Fis-
cal Responsibility Act and the Public Finance Act
have been implemented.

The new issues and themes that arose from the
late 1990s (see SectionL) broughtwith thema softer
and less doctrinally charged manner of implemen-
tation than had obtained in the period 1984–94.
But this should not be read as a wholesale reversal
of the radical changes of the 1980s and early 1990s.

N. Reforms actually achieved

The New Zealand government achieved what was
probably the most comprehensive and radical set
of public management reforms of any OECD coun-
try. For example, between 1988 and 1994 employ-
ment in the public service declined from 88,000 to
37,000 (though this includes civil servants who
were transferred ‘off the books’ to ‘Crown entities’
or ‘state-owned enterprises’).

Unlike many other countries, New Zealand
governments have commissioned at least two
broad-scope evaluations of the reforms (Steering
Group, 1991; Schick, 1996). Both came to posi-
tive conclusions, while identifying some areas of
continuing concern. The Steering Group believed
that: ‘In the view of most people we spoke to or
heard from, the framework is sound and substan-
tial benefits are being realized’ (Steering Group,
1991, p. 11). Allen Schick, the American expert,
concluded that ‘the reforms have lived up to
most of the lofty expectations held for them’

(Schick, 1996, executive summary). Major prod-
uctivity and quality improvements have been
won in the state trading sector. The range of
policy advice to ministers seems to have broad-
ened. There is much greater flexibility of employ-
ment, and operational managers wield genuinely
decentralized powers. There is much more per-
formance information in the public domain
(Boston et al., 1996, pp. 359–61).

Less positive results included:

• The costs of reform have not been closely esti-
mated but seem very likely to have been high.
These include extensive disruption, loss of con-
tinuity, and of ‘institutional memory’.

• A greater focus on outputs has been achieved,
but sometimes at the expense of some loss of
attention to outcomes (see State Services
Commission, 2001, 2002).

• The accountability and monitoring arrange-
ments for the somewhat diverse ‘Crown entity’
category of institutions are unclear.

• It seems that there has been a gradual erosion of
both the financial and human resources of gov-
ernment departments (Whitcombe and Gregory,
2008; Newberry, 2002). However, although the
size of the New Zealand public service was at first
radically reduced (88,000 in 1984, fewer than
35,000 in 1995), it thereafter grew again, and
by 2015 had reached 45,000.
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Key events: New Zealand

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1975–84 Series of National Party governments
with Muldoon as PM

1984 Labour Party forms a government in the
middle of an economic and currency crisis.
Lange as PM

1986–90 1989 After internal Cabinet strife, Lange is
replaced as PM by Palmer. Then, in 1990,
with an election approaching and the
Labour government deeply unpopular,
Palmer was in turn replaced by Moore

1990 National Party wins election by a
landslide and forms a new government.
Bolger as PM (until 1997).

1986 The State Owned Enterprises Act:
converted the old trading departments and
corporations into businesses along private
sector lines

1988 The State Sector Act: chief executives
became fully accountable for managing
their departments efficiently and
effectively. The role of the state services
commissioner shifted to that of employer of
the chief executives and adviser to the
government on general management and
personnel issues. Chief executives became
the managers of their own departmental
staff.

1989 The Public Finance Act: introduced
accruals accounting and insisted on a focus
on outputs and outcomes rather than
inputs and activities

1990 New National government forced to bail
out New Zealand National Bank

1991–5 1991 Steering Group Review of State Sector
Reforms

1994 The Fiscal Responsibility Act: obliged the
government to set out its fiscal objectives
and explain how these were related to
stated principles of responsible fiscal
management

1996–2000 1996 Legislation introducing new proportional
electoral system (MMP)

1997 Shipley replaces Bolger as PM (and leader
of the Nationalist Party)

1999 Labour-led coalition government comes
to power

Clark as PM (until 2008)

1996 The Schick Review (The Spirit of Reform)
gives the New Zealand reforms a generally
positive evaluation but draws attention to
some emerging weaknesses

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2001–5 Continuation of Labour-led coalition under
Clark. Labour coalition with Progressive
Party renewed after their victory in the 2005
election.

2001 Development and Crown Entity reform
2002 Review of the centre report. Highlighted

fragmentation and the unhelpful
separation of policy and operations.

2004 State Services Amendment Act: attempt
to strengthen coordination and revive the
authority of the State Services Commission

2005 State Services Commission publishes
development goals for key state services
(revised in 2007)

Crown Entities Act (2004) emphasizes a
uniform governance and accountability
frameworks for all ‘Crown entities’

Public Finance Amendment Act (2004)
introduced output-based funding, accrual
accounting, and whole-of-government
reporting and transparency

2006–10 2008 Labour (Clark) loses election. Key
(National Party) becomes PM.

2008 State Services Commission publishes
Factors for successful coordination

2007 New Standards of
Integrity and
Conduct come into
force

2010–15 2011 National Party wins another term
2014 PM Key and his National Party win a third

parliamentary term

2013 The Crown Entities Amendment Act,
emphasizes leadership, a whole-of-
government approach, and formalizes the
ability of the Minister of State Services to
request information and meaningful
reporting

2014 Introduction of the Integrated
Performance and Incentive Framework for
measuring the performance of New
Zealand’s health system

2015 New Zealand Ministry of Health adopts
IBM’s government cloud service to meet its
all-of-government requirements

2013 The State Sector Amendment Act
provides more flexible funding focus on
outcomes and meaningful reporting

2013 The Public Finance Amendment Act
ended multi-category output expenses
appropriations and introduced multi-
category appropriation and enhanced the
power of the Minister of Finance and
emphasized whole of government



SWEDEN

A. Socio-economic forces: general

Sweden is a member of the Nordic group of states
(Greve et al., 2016). It is a relatively egalitarian soci-
ety, with a high proportion of people aged over
65, and a middling but fast-growing proportion of
foreign-born inhabitants. Historically it has been
notable for its generous welfare state and tradition
of freedom of information. It is a unitary, but
highly decentralized state. The population in
2014 was 9.6 million.

B. Global economic forces

Sweden is a small country with an open economy.
For economic details, see Appendix A. Its growth
rate during 2006–8 was fractionally above the
OECD average and its international trade was pro-
portionately large—half of GDP in 2008. In 2011
foreign value-added as a percentage of gross
exports was the third highest of our twelve
countries (Table A.2).

C. Socio-demographic issues

According to political scientists Lane and Ersson,
who surveyed data on a number of social cleavages
(1991, chapter 2), Sweden was among the most
homogeneous, least socially and/or ethnically div-
ided countries in western Europe. Nevertheless, it
has experienced the same difficulties of an ageing
population and increasing rates of family break-up
as most other western European and North Ameri-
can states. In the late 1980s and early 1990s the
growth in the elderly population was particularly
fast, and the population aged over 65 is pre-
dicted to increase rapidly again between 2010 and
2020 (see Table A.5). Also, large-scale immigration
has rapidly lessened the homogeneity, so that Swe-
den now scores quite highly on the chart of
foreign-born people as a percentage of the total
population (Table A.6).

D. National socio-economic policies

Throughout most of the period under study Swe-
den maintained the largest (as a proportion of
GDP) public sector in the Western world. It built

and has maintained one of the world’s most gen-
erous and egalitarian welfare states (Esping-
Andersen, 1990). This was already giving rise to
fiscal problems in the late 1970s, and the budget
deficit peaked at 13 per cent of GDP in 1982.
Although the budget moved briefly into surplus
in 1987, Sweden subsequently experienced a
further—and spectacular—deterioration in its
budget balance. Some expert commentators
began to see this as a virtually insoluble problem
within the existing political and administrative
system (Lane, 1995). Certainly, the late 1980s and
early 1990s were a particularly difficult time.
A Conservative government came to power in
1991, and the early and mid-1990s were domin-
ated by the acute necessity of making cuts and
efficiency savings. However, by the late 1990s,
budget balance had been restored (OECD, 1998).
As can be seen from Table 5.5, Sweden had for-
merly had the highest share of GDP taken by social
expenditure, but from 2000 onwards was over-
taken by Belgium, Finland, France, and Italy.
A considerable reduction in governmental finan-
cial liabilities was achieved from 1995 on (see
Table A.3), but the high expenditure on sickness
and disability benefits remained a major political
issue, and was targeted for reductions by the con-
servative coalitions that gained power in 2006 and
renewed their mandate in 2010. Sweden continues
to experience a delicate economic situation, as a
small but open economy sustaining the largest
public sector in western Europe.

Sweden’s Social Democrat government pursued
an ambitious fiscal austerity policy and radical fis-
cal rules in the mid-1990s, in the aftermath of a
deep recession and public budget crisis. In the fol-
lowing period, Sweden witnessed impressive
macroeconomic performance, although Erixon
(2015) argues that this positive economic develop-
ment was driven by export, profit, and technology
in a context of international upswing and the
country’s flexible exchange rates and industrial
composition, rather than by the fiscal austerity
measures of the mid-1990s. In 2008–12, Sweden
was not hit as hard by the financial crisis as others,
boasting a higher GDP growth than other EU coun-
tries (Figure A.2), and managing to escape a public
budget and financial crisis similar to that of the
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early 1990s. Therefore, Swedish austerity measures
in response to the recent fiscal crisis were rather
limited (Norman et al., 2015).

E. The political system

Sweden is a unitary, but highly decentralized state.
It has had a constitutional monarch since 1866,
but the monarch’s role is almost exclusively cere-
monial. Executive power rests with the prime min-
ister and the Cabinet (Regering). Almost all
decisions are made collectively, not by individual
ministers. The legislature (Riksdag) is a unicameral
body with 349 seats. Part of its work goes on in a
relatively non-partisan spirit unlike, say, the UK
House of Commons or the Australian Parliament.
Nevertheless, the significance of party is pervasive.
The process of forming a government is initiated
by the speaker of the Riksdag (who plays a non-
partisan role). S/he nominates a candidate for
prime minister, but if more than 50 per cent of
the members vote against, then another name
must be put forward. The prime minister then
appoints the rest of the ministers (normally about
twenty), and s/he also decides on the number of
government departments.

Elections to the Riksdag and to local governments
take place every four years under a system of pro-
portional representation. However, since the 1970s:

Not only has power been transferred from the Riksdag
to the Cabinet, but public power appears to have
become more diffused among several groups of actors,
among which may be mentioned various bureaucra-
cies that have grown from the exceptional expansion
of the Swedish public sector, different organised inter-
ests, regional and local groups of actors.

(Lane and Ersson, 1991, p. 262)

From the 1920s, the Social Democratic Party
became the ‘establishment’ party in Sweden. It
was continuously in government (once in coali-
tion, between 1951 and 1957) from 1932 to 1976.
Lane and Ersson (1991, p. 262) write that:

The strong position of the Social Democratic Party in
state and society opened the way for the participation
of organised interests in policy-making, exercising
influence at various stages of the policy process. The
major interest organisations include: the LO (Landsor-
ganisationen), the TCO (white collar workers), the
SACO-SR (academics), the SAF (employers’ association)
and the LRF (farmers’ association).

In this context the 2010 election victory of the
conservative Alliance for Swedenmay havemarked

a significant threshold. For the first time since 1980
a right-of-centre grouping has won two successive
elections, and remained in power for a long period.
Nevertheless, the Social Democrats remain the lar-
gest single party in parliament, and returned to
power in 2011.

F. New management ideas

The newmanagement ideas which were circulating
so vigorously in the Anglo-Saxon world during the
1980s and 1990s also reached Sweden. The Swed-
ish system is a very ‘open’ one, in the sense that
Swedish officials and academics play an active role
in many international fora and educated Swedes
can usually speak English. However, the Swedish
governing elite did not embrace fashionable man-
agement ideas as enthusiastically as did their coun-
terparts in some other countries. ‘Marketization’
ideas, although briefly in official favour from
1991 to 1994, never achieved the penetration
which they enjoyed in New Zealand and the UK
during the 1980s. Other new management con-
cepts were more readily assimilated—for example,
TQM was quite widely adopted, in various forms.
And performance management and Management
by Objectives (MBO), based on a shift from an
orientation emphasizing input and procedural
controls to a system based on the achievement of
measured results, became a central philosophy of
public management reforms from the late 1980s
onwards (Wockelberg and Öberg, 2016). However,
in 2006 the government launched a commission
to evaluate the MBO approach, and its report lev-
elled serious criticism against the MBO model
(SOU:75). In 2009 the government decided to
redesign MBO somewhat, reshaping it as a less
uniform, more tailored system.

From the late 1990s, e-government provided a
focus for a number of government initiatives, and
in the 2000s transparency and accountability were
prominent themes (Wockelberg and Öberg, 2016).
In general, one might say that Swedes have a well-
developed sense of their own version of democracy,
and that management ideas have to be adapted and
repackaged to fit in with this ‘Swedish way’.

G. Pressure from citizens

According to Premfors (1998), Swedish public atti-
tudes towards their governments have been quite
fickle. For example, the public sector, together with
the Social Democrat leadership, fell rapidly from
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favour in the late 1980s and early 1990s, but as
soon as 1992 there were signs that confidence in
public sector institutions was increasing, and that
the electorate feared any radical dismantling of the
generous Swedish welfare state. In general it might
be said that, during the period under consider-
ation, most Swedes were impatient with the more
bureaucratic aspects of the large government
machine, but were protective of most of their wel-
fare provisions, and were certainly not enamoured
of the kind of ‘new right’, pro-market doctrines that
were fashionable in the UK and the USA during
the 1980s. Nevertheless, although they supported
another lengthy spell of SocialDemocrat-led govern-
ment from 1994 to 2006, they then elected two
successive centre-right coalitions. Culturally, more
and more Swedes appear to be accepting ‘individu-
alistic’ values and developing amore critical attitude
to the apparent generosity of certain aspects of their
welfare state. Nevertheless, trust in government
levels have remained relatively high, despite the
fact that ‘In general, public debate on public admin-
istration reforms is rare in Sweden’ (Wockelberg and
Öberg, 2016, p. 163).

H. Party political ideas

Premfors (1991) explains the internal political
debate during the first half of the 1980s as a strug-
gle between three camps—the decentralists, the
traditionalists, and the economizers. The 1985 pro-
gramme favoured decentralist ideas (which were
also a means of offloading fiscal responsibilities).
However, by the late 1980s, with a fiscal crisis fully
in process, decentralization and participation
tended to seem less pressing than cutting expend-
itures. The economizers took over as the dominant
group. Management by results became one of the
most salient themes in administrative reform.

At the 1991 elections Sweden acquired its first
Conservative prime minister since 1930. Neo-
liberal ideas such as privatization and market test-
ing, extensively borrowed from New Zealand
and the UK, had been introduced by the Social
Democrat government in 1989, but were now
increasingly in favour among the political elite
(Premfors, 1998, pp. 151–2). However, this was a
relatively brief phase, and when the Social Demo-
crats were voted back into power in September
1994 the ‘reform talk’ soon lost its strong emphasis
on the power of markets to solve problems. Never-
theless, the Social Democrat government did not
introduce an NPM policy—they continued with

elements of the previous one. The stress on econ-
omy and efficiency continued. After 2006,
Reinfeldt’s centre-right coalition focused on tight-
ening eligibility for welfare benefits and on liberal-
izing the labour market so as to try to reduce
unemployment. It would be a mistake, however,
to see this as Thatcher- or Reagan-style neo-
liberalism: rather it was an incremental adjustment
to what will still be an unusually comprehensive
welfare system.

I. Chance events

None of particular prominence.

J. Elite decision-making

Policymaking is typically an open process, with
extensive participation by experts and interested
groups. Commissions play an important role in
preparing new policies. ‘[D]ecision-making pro-
cesses are rather low-key. Changes in public man-
agement rarely take the form of sharp or
comprehensive reforms of law’ (Wockelberg and
Öberg, 2016, p. 167). Freedom of information legis-
lation gives the public access to almost all official
papers, including even most of the prime minis-
ter’s correspondence. One Swedish expert has sug-
gested that there were three main schools of
thought and opinion as to how the Swedish gov-
ernment should respond to its problems (Premfors,
1991—see Section H). Decentralizers wanted to
relax the detailed grip of the central state, and
push out both operational management decisions
and some increasingly uncomfortable resource
allocation decisions to other levels of government,
and even down to individual institutions such as
schools and hospitals. Economizers were mainly
concerned with the looming deficit, and the
inbuilt tendencies for welfare expenditures to
expand. They sought to weaken the ‘distributional
coalitions’ in Swedish policymaking. Traditional-
ists concentrated on preserving as much as they
could of both the substance and the process of
the Swedish state as it had existed during its
‘golden age’ in the 1960s and early 1970s.

Issues of feasibility have tended to be deter-
mined partly by the strongly entrenched process
by which government decisions were usually
arrived at in Sweden. Typically, agencies planned
with the aid of boards on which trade unions,
employers’ associations, and other interest groups
were strongly represented. Thus feasibility questions
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were soon aired with those who would have to
‘live’ with any proposed reform, unlike the policy-
making systems in, for example, the UK and
New Zealand (where some reforms were conceived
and promulgated by quite small groups of politi-
cians and senior officials). The consensualist and
corporatist ways of doing things remain strong in
Sweden, even if the advent of centre-right admin-
istrations since 2006 has probably seen some shift
in favour of organized business interests as opposed
to organized labour.

K. The administrative system

In 2011 only about 18 per cent of public servants
worked for central government (Table 3.2). This
reflects the importance of the county and munici-
pal levels in the Swedish administrative system.
There are twenty counties and 290 municipalities.
The counties are responsible for most healthcare
and are entitled to raise an income tax. Municipal-
ities are responsible for housing, education, and
social welfare.

Central government is also very decentralized by
international standards. Swedish central govern-
ment agencies have their operational autonomy
protected by the constitution, and are responsible
to the Cabinet collectively, not to individual min-
isters. In 2009 there were around 400 agencies, and
they employed over 234,500 staff (compared to the
ministries, which employed around 4,800 people,
of whom 1,300 were within theministry of Foreign
Affairs), of whom 61 per cent were women and
31 per cent men. Thus the ministries themselves
tend to be small and largely devoted to policy
advice and the preparation of legislation. Doubts
have frequently been expressed concerning
their capacity to guide or control the agencies
(Molander et al., 2002; OECD, 1997a, p. 94,
1998). However, recent scholarship on how gov-
ernments steer the agencies gives a somewhatmore
positive picture (Jacobsson and Sundström, 2009).

The Swedish civil service is non-partisan, and
minister/mandarin career paths are normally sep-
arate (see Table 3.1). The culture has been one of
meritocracy and neutral competence. The top
three officials in ministries are the state secretary,
the director-general for administrative affairs, and
the director-general for legal affairs. Of these only
the state secretary is a political appointment
(although the minister will also appoint a political
adviser and press secretary). It is also said that
senior appointments to the powerful agencies

(which are responsible for most implementation
activities) have tended to become more party
political in recent years (Molander et al., 2002).
However, when the right-wing government came
to power in 2006, it reformed the recruitment
process in the direction of making it less party
political.

L. Contents of the reform package

Following its 1976 ousting from government, the
Social Democratic Party rethought its policies. One
factor in their defeat appeared to be the way in
which many people associated it, as the ‘establish-
ment’ party, with bureaucratic inertia. When the
Social Democrats returned to power in 1982, they
were therefore determined to change their image in
this respect, and to make the state machine more
responsive and accessible to the ordinary citizen.
They created a Ministry of Public Administration
as a symbol of their reforming intent. In 1985
a Government Modernization Programme laid
considerable stress on decentralization to counties
and municipalities. Increased choice and user
responsiveness were also emphasized. Deregulation
and de-bureaucratization were further themes. Per-
sonnel authority was decentralized, so that agencies
could now hire their own staff and set their own
salary ranges, within national frameworks.

At that stage privatization was not favoured. As
one senior civil servant put it in 1987: ‘The Swedish
government in principle rejects privatisation as a
means of solving the problems of the [public] sec-
tor. The main objection is that this would lead to
distributive injustices’ (Gustafsson, 1987, p. 180).

In the late 1980s a second phase of reform
began, overshadowed by the growing fiscal crisis.
The need to make efficiency gains and savings was
paramount. In 1990 an Administration Programme
was announced which aimed to generate a 10 per
cent reduction in the size of the public sector. This
was supposed to be achieved through a combin-
ation of measures: abolishing or merging agencies,
increased delegation, and various productivity
improvement initiatives. The focus on economy
intensified with the arrival of a conservative (Bild)
government in 1991. At this point there was con-
siderable rhetoric in favour of privatization, but in
practice the government soon had to compromise
on its original (and quite extensive) privatization
schemes. In any case, the Social Democrats
returned to power in 1994, though by that time
they had abandoned their opposition in principle
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to privatization, and were prepared to accept it on a
selective and pragmatic basis. Between 1990 and
1996 thirteen agencies did become public companies
(the Swedes, like the Finns, tended to prefer a com-
bination of the corporate format with state owner-
ship rather than outright privatization like New
Zealand and the UK). During the 1990s there was a
good deal of thinking about what principles should
govern each of the different main types of organiza-
tions in the Swedish public sector—legal and regula-
tory agencies, agencies providing public services,
state enterprises, state companies, and so on.

From 1988 to 1993 a series of strong financial
management reforms were implemented, includ-
ing results-oriented budgeting, frame appropri-
ations, and accruals accounting. Results-oriented
management was officially adopted for all state
organizations from 1988. The rise of this form of
output- and outcome-oriented approach was
accompanied by a parallel decline in the previously
formidable machinery of Swedish planning (Wilks,
1996). Since 1993 each agency has been required to
publish an annual report which includes perform-
ance data, an income statement, a balance sheet,
an appropriation account, and a financial analysis
(OECD, 1997a, p. 90). In 1996 the budget process
itself was reformed, with a better-defined first stage
to the process in which firm ceilings to overall
expenditure were fixed (OECD, 1998). On into
the twenty-first century, further budget modern-
ization remained a central plank of Swedish reform
efforts. Proposals emerging from the VESTA work-
group aimed at putting central government and
the national accounts on the same performance-
oriented, accruals-accounted basis as the agencies
(Gustafsson, 2000). A new management philoso-
phy, which is being gradually phased in as a
replacement to management by results, is manage-
ment focused on activities, or verksamhetsstyrning.
The new model draws on a huge number of per-
formance indicators and could thus be seen as a
path-dependent continuation of previous manage-
ment reforms.

Limiting public expenditure was never off the
agenda. In 1993 a new system of central govern-
ment grants to the municipalities strengthened the
latter’s autonomy (fewer detailed regulations from
the centre) but also permitted central government
to fix tight frame budgets and leave the local
authorities to sort out how they would allocate
their circumscribed allocations.

Over the whole period from the mid-1980s, a
variety of service quality improvement schemes

were adopted, often based on TQM or ISO 9000
principles. These were implemented at all levels of
government but there was no central plan or
framework equivalent to, say, the UK Citizen’s char-
ter (OECD, 1997a, p. 91). There was, however, a
Swedish Institute for Quality model which has
been quite widely adopted in the public sector,
and the European Foundation for Quality Manage-
ment model has also been used.

During the 2000s themes coming to the fore have
included e-government as a means for strengthen-
ing a citizen-focus and offering 24/7 public services,
and greater transparency, especially in the manage-
ment of agencies (although it has to be said that
Sweden already possessed one of the most open
systems in the world). The period since 2000 has
not been one marked by any high-profile, large-
scale programmes for public management reform.

M. The implementation process

Sweden has tended to avoid the sometimes strident
or harsh styles of implementation favoured by Mrs
Thatcher’s administration in the UK, Mr Lange’s in
New Zealand, or Mr Howard’s in Australia. The
traditional Swedish processes of intensive, corpor-
atist discussions between the main interested par-
ties prior to action has, with a few exceptions,
persisted. However, the employers’ association,
SAF, walked out of the agency boards in the early
1990s, which meant a significant blow to corpor-
atist arrangements. Informal discussions are
important, not only in the evolution of new pol-
icies, but also in the continuous steering of agen-
cies (Pierre, 2003). As in Finland, extensive use has
been made of pilot projects to try out key innov-
ations (e.g. results-oriented budgeting) before they
were ‘rolled out’ to the government more gener-
ally. An example would be the 1984 ‘Free munici-
palities’ experiment, in which nine municipalities
and three county councils piloted a system of
greater freedom from central state regulation.
Strenuous efforts were also made to minimize com-
pulsory redundancies among public servants.

N. Reforms actually achieved

There is no doubt that substantial decentralization
of powers to counties and municipalities was
achieved during the 1980s and 1990s (and that
this contributed to subsequent coordination prob-
lems). It is also clear that budgeting systems have
been extensively modernized, and that a much
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more output-oriented set of arrangements has been
firmly put in place since the late 1980s. Productiv-
ity studies, after showing a large overall deterior-
ation in public sector productivity during the
1970s, and a smaller one even during the 1980s,
indicated a productivity gain for the early 1990s.

While a superficial reading of Swedish reform
documents might lead one to suppose that there
had been steady progress with certain themes (e.g.
performance management, agency accountability)
over a long time period, some academic analysis is
more sceptical. In a study of forty years of Swedish
performance management, Sundström (2006) con-
cluded that there were systematic and serious prob-
lems with the approach, but that these were never
openly recognized and confronted.

Sweden has developed a strong interest in
evaluation, and a variety of evaluation bodies.
The National Audit Office (Riksrevisionsverket, later

Riksrevisionen) has long had an extensive role in
evaluation and performance auditing, and has
taken an interest in a number of public manage-
ment reforms (Pollitt et al., 1999). There is also an
Expert Group on Public Finance, which has con-
ducted large-scale studies of public productivity,
and a Swedish Agency for Administrative Develop-
ment. Yet, despite the existence of these units, no
overall evaluation of the main reforms appears to
have been undertaken.

Against these substantial achievements must be
set the continuing concern that the central minis-
tries lack the capability to set a really well-informed,
yet demanding set of performance targets for the
agencies (Molander et al., 2002; OECD, 1997a,
1998). Furthermore, it is by no means clear that
the members of the Riksdag are overwhelmingly
interested in making use of the increased flow of
performance data that is now available.
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Key events: Sweden

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1979–82 Fälldin as PM (Agrarian Liberal)
1982–6 Palme as PM (Social Democrat)

1985 Experiment with three-
year budgeting framework

1986–90 1986–91 Carlsson as PM (Social Democrat) 1988 Increased autonomy and management
discretion for agencies

1990 Plan to slim administration by 10%
through deregulation and
decentralization

1987 Changes to the appointment of agency
directors-general (three-year contracts)

1988 Modernization of Public Employment
Act

1990 Abolishment of pay scales, move to
individual pay based on job requirements,
employee performance, and market
situation

1988 Introduction of results-
based management

1990 Budgets must also
include statements on
results

1991–5 1991–4 Bildt as PM (Conservative)
1994–6 Carlsson as PM (Social Democrat)

1991 Ministry of Finance takes over most of
the responsibility for central government
administration

1992 Dissolution of SIPU (National Institute
for Civil Service Training)

1995 Commission on Administrative Policy

1991 Job Security System
1991 Public pension system made more

similar to private sector systems
1994 Swedish Agency for Government

Employers (SAGE)

1991 Privatization of a number
of state enterprises

1992 Introduction of flexible
frame budgets

1992 Agencies present
accruals-style financial
reports

1996–2000 1996–2006 Persson as PM (Social
Democrat)

Further corporatization of various activities
1999 Creation of National Council for

Quality and Development
1997 New minister post for questions of

democracy and administration
2000 Commissions set up for (a) the

promotion of democracy and (b)
openness and transparency

1996 Budget changed to
include appropriation levels
for different policy sectors

1998 Creation of National
Financial Management
Authority

2001–5 2003 Referendum on joining the euro
currency zone rejected

2003 HERMES information system for
government agencies

2004 Creation of two new departments:
Employer Policy and Employee Relations,
and Human Resources Development

2004 Series of initiatives to promote
e-government, including creation of an
ICT Strategic Advisory Board and a 24/7
Commission

2004 Plan for Gender Mainstreaming in
Government Offices

2002 New government
budgeting system (VESTA)

2003 National Audit Office is
reconstituted as an
independent entity
reporting to parliament

2004–8 Restructuring of
Swedish Military Defence
aimed at radically cutting
expenditure

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2005 Ministry of Culture merged with
Ministry of Education and Science

2005 Social Insurance Agency reformed into
New Social Insurance Agency

2006–10 2006–14 Reinfeldt as PM (Moderate Party)
2008 Working Committee on Constitutional

Reform presents its final report, including
a variety of proposals for improving
democratic participation

2006 E-invoicing introduced in agencies
2007 Ministry of Education, Research, and

Culture divided into two ministries again.
Also, creation of two new ministries:
Integration, and Gender Equality.

2008 State enterprises henceforth subject to
Global Reporting Initiative (increasing
transparency)

2008 Government agencies ordinance—
strengthening agency accountability and
clarifying their governance structures

2010 Government decides to work on a
‘greener administration’ to reduce the
state’s environmental burden

A series of measures during this period aimed
at reducing Sweden’s very high sickness
and disability expenditures

2010 Five national priorities of the Employers
Council: promoting efficient business and
operations, strategic allocation of skills
and competence, agreements in support
of efficient business and operations,
empowering leadership to develop
business, a good work environment to
trigger development of business and
operations

2011–15 2014 Stefan Löfven as PM (Social
Democrat)

2011 Swedish National Reform programme
(Europe 2020) in which cooperation
between the Swedish Social Insurance
Administration and the Public
Employment Services is described along
with a merger of the Swedish National
Rail Administration and the Swedish Road
Administration

Council on Basic Values seeks to strengthen
and improve the central government
employee’s knowledge and respect for
the state sector’s basic values

2013–15 Gender Mainstreaming in
Government Agencies Programme aims
for both women and men to have equal
power and opportunity to shape society
and their own lives. It implies that a
gender equality perspective is
incorporated in all decision-making, at all
levels and in all steps of the process.



UNITED KINGDOM

A. Socio-economic forces: general

The UK had a population of 63.6 million in 2014,
which has recently grown rapidly, mainly through
immigration. It has the largest EU economy after
Germany. Unlike Germany, however, it was one of
those hardest hit by the 2008 global economic
crisis, mainly because the two most-affected
sectors—finance and housing—are both propor-
tionately large in the UK economy. The end result
was that the Conservative-Liberal Democrat gov-
ernment which came to power in 2010 felt obliged
to make very large cuts in public spending. Yet in
2016 government debt levels remained high and
growth was still sluggish. The majority Conserva-
tive government elected in 2015 continued the
programme of public sector cuts. Enormous
uncertainty—both economic and political—has
been added to this mix by the widely unexpected
result of the referendum (a vote to leave the EU, or
‘Brexit’) on 23 June 2016. In addition, inequalities
of income and wealth have been growing since the
1980s, and from about 2010 immigration has been
a prominent and volatile political issue. Thus, at
the time of writing it is uniquely hard to foresee the
future trajectory of the UK.

B. Global economic forces

Although Table A.2 shows foreign value-added as
a share of gross exports (23.1 per cent in 2011) in
the middle of our group of twelve countries, the
UK is far more exposed to global forces than that
figure alone would suggest, not least because of
the enormous importance of the City of London
as a global financial centre. Over the past thirty
years Europe has gradually replaced the old British
Empire as the principal trading partner (the
UK became a member of the EU in 1973). Follow-
ing the 2016 referendum the government is
now (2017) facing two years or more of very
difficult negotiations with the EU to sort out
what new trading arrangements will obtain after
the UK has ceased to be a member state. New
arrangements will also have to be struck with
other parts of the world, since the UK will no
longer be subsumed within the general agree-
ments negotiated by the EU.

C. Socio-demographic issues

The UK experienced rapid immigration during the
long boom from the mid-1990s to 2008. After that,
once austerity set in, populist parties and individ-
ual politicians had considerable success in stigma-
tizing immigration, and blaming much of it on EU
rules. In 2016 Mrs May’s Conservative government
committed itself to securing tighter border controls
during the negotiations to leave the EU. The UK’s
elderly population is (2010) about halfway down
the ‘league table’ of our twelve countries but, as
everywhere else, is increasing (Table A.5). Ironic-
ally perhaps, the majority of economists take the
view that high levels of immigration will be essen-
tial to provide a workforce of the size necessary to
support this significantly enlarged population
comprised largely of elderly and retired persons.

D. National socio-economic policies

The advent of Mrs Thatcher’s Conservative govern-
ment in 1979 marked the final abandonment of
Keynesian policies of macroeconomic manage-
ment and the beginning of an era of vigorous mon-
etarism. The general view was that the Public
Sector Borrowing Requirement was a key variable
that a responsible government should seek to min-
imize. This, in turn, implied a tight fiscal policy. So
did the government’s continuing determination to
control inflation (which had reached frighteningly
high levels during the 1970s and which was still
running faster than that of most of the UK’s main
economic competitors). Thus the Conservative
governments were committed to reducing the pro-
portion of GDP that was represented by public
spending. In practice, however, they were not tre-
mendously successful at first (Thain and Wright,
1995). Public sector borrowing fluctuated during
the period of Conservative rule. At the beginning
it had been 5 per cent of GDP. In 1987/8 it had
fallen to�0.5 per cent (i.e. there was a surplus), but
by 1993/4 it was up to 7.3 per cent.

The incoming 1997 Labour government
inherited a fairly healthy economic situation, but
committed itself to maintaining the previous gov-
ernment’s tough spending plans for at least two
years. However, it introduced important new
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principles and procedures for public expenditure
planning and control, including periodic ‘compre-
hensive spending reviews’ (the first of these came
in 1998, the second in 2000—see Chancellor of the
Exchequer, 1998). The 2000 review resulted in sub-
stantial increases in spending on healthcare and
education. An important innovation that came
with the spending reviews was a system of Public
Service Agreements (PSAs), where each department
was obliged to make an agreement with the Treas-
ury to the effect that, for a given level of funding, it
would pursue a defined set of objectives, each of
which had one or more targets attached. The
increased spending seemed sustainable so long as
the economy continued to grow, but when the
global economic crisis arrived in 2008—and ini-
tially vastly increased spending (to rescue banks,
etc.)—large public deficits soon ensued. By 2009 it
was obvious that substantial spending cuts were all
but inevitable, and the arguments between the
main political parties were mainly about where
and when rather than about the required direction,
which almost all were forced, reluctantly, to
acknowledge. In October 2010 the new coalition
government finally introduced a harsh spending
review which projected very large cuts in public
spending over the following four years. It was esti-
mated that these would cause roughly 0.5 million
job losses in the public sector, plus a further 0.5
million in that part of the private sector which
relies on the public sector for work and income.

Public spending was to be reduced by 25 per
cent, cutting about 490,000 jobs in the public sec-
tor, and freezing public sector salaries for two years.
Both central government and local authorities
were squeezed. A pension reform for public sector
employees was also implemented, and plans were
made for a 33 per cent reduction in the adminis-
trative cost of government departments. Further
reforms aimed at reducing the number of arm’s-
length government bodies and public bodies in
the administrations (Kickert and Randma-Liiv,
2015). It is difficult to predict how austerity will
evolve in the UK, especially after its referendum
vote to leave the European Union.

E. The political system

The UK is a unitary and highly centralized state.
The political system is majoritarian and adversar-
ial, with a first-past-the-post electoral basis. There
are two major parties (Conservative, Labour) and a
number of minor parties, the most important of

which is the Liberal Democrat Party. All govern-
ments after the Second World War were Labour or
Conservative until the formal Conservative-Liberal
Democrat coalition created after the inconclusive
2010 general election. In 2015 ‘normal service’was
resumed when a majority Conservative adminis-
tration took office.

The Cabinet is mainly concerned with enforcing
collective responsibility among ministers and with
endorsing new policies. Most policies, however, are
developed outside Cabinet, in departments or Cab-
inet committees. The executive is powerful, re-
inforced by tight party discipline in the lower house
of the legislature (the Commons). In normal times it
can almost always get its legislation through. The
upper house, for most of the period a mixture of a
hereditary aristocracy, bishops, and appointed ‘life
peers’, underwent major reform in 1999 to remove
most of the hereditary element (only ninety-two out
of the 740-odd peers were henceforth hereditary).
The upper house basically only has the power to
delay, not to reject, government legislation.

Another important constitutional change has
been the creation of separate parliaments/assem-
blies for Scotland and Wales. The significance of
these for public administration is still unfolding
but there are certainly some effects—e.g. some
executive agencies being broken up into separate
English, Scottish, and Welsh bodies. At first all
three countries had the same party in power
(Labour), but after the 2010 general election this
was no longer the case, so new tensions have
arisen. This is particularly so in Scotland, where a
Scottish Nationalist Party government has Scottish
independence as one of its formal objectives. This
issue was given a further twist by Brexit because,
whereas the majority vote in England was to leave
the EU, in Scotland it was to remain.

F. New management ideas

The UK has been very much part of the Anglo-
phone, US-dominated world of managerialism,
management consultants, and management gurus
(Pollitt, 1993; SaintMartin, 2005). The Conservative
governments of 1979–97 were particularly open to
genericmanagement thinking, and to ideas injected
into government by the private sector. Mrs That-
cher’s first efficiency adviser, Derek Rayner, was a
businessman, and many other managers were sub-
sequently brought into government in various
advisory capacities (Metcalfe and Richards, 1990).
The succeeding Labour administration continued
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to use high-profile business people for important
public roles, as did the Conservative-Liberal Demo-
crat coalition from 2010. Government spending on
management consultancy rose to very high levels
(National Audit Office, 2006). Top government
advisers usually seemed to favour generic manage-
ment theory (see, e.g., Barber, 2007). Under the
coalition government (2010–15), however, spend-
ing on consultants was cut back as part of the aus-
terity drive.

G. Pressure from citizens

There was no single, citizen-inspiredmovement for
reform. Management changes came from political,
business, and administrative elites. Nevertheless,
public opinion played a part. The popularity of
early measures of privatization (selling public
housing to the tenants, issuing shares for British
Telecom) helped convince the government that
this was a policy that could be pursued much fur-
ther. The public was also receptive to the govern-
ment’s message that the quality of public services
should be raised, although, ironically, the 1991
Citizen’s charter was launched very much as a top-
down exercise, with little consultation of public
opinion (Prime Minister, 1991). The general
‘decline of deference’ was also a significant back-
ground influence on a number of user-oriented
reforms.

During the New Labour administrations after
1997, public opinion tended to focus on the per-
formance of the major welfare state services, health-
care and education. The government made these its
top domestic priorities, and substantially increased
expenditure in both sectors. Much use was made of
focus groups and public opinion surveys. Results,
however, were slow in coming, and the government
failed to achieve some of its (many) targets, while
fulfilling others. Even where they had success, how-
ever, there was the question of whether the public
would believe that services really were improved.
The vast majority of citizens were not aware of the
detailed performance information that was avail-
able, or, even if they were aware of it, did not neces-
sarily trust it. At the beginning of the Conservative-
Liberal Democrat coalition government a majority
of the public accepted that there needed to be sub-
stantial cuts in public spending, but that did not
mean that they accepted the particular cuts that
were actually made.

The biggest impact made by public opinion was
undoubtedly the Brexit referendum of June 2016.

However, it is not yet possible to see what medium-
term impacts that may have on public manage-
ment reform.

H. Party political ideas

The decisive shift towards managerialism came in
1979, when a neo-conservative government was
elected in place of a centre-left administration (see
also Canada and the USA—but note that manager-
ialist reforms in Australia and New Zealand were
launched principally by centre-left parties—Castles
et al., 1996). However, that is not to say that at the
beginning Conservative politicians necessarily had
very precise ideas about management reform.
Rather, it was a case of certain broad beliefs and
doctrines which inclined the government in a par-
ticular direction. Among these were beliefs that the
private sector was inherently more efficient than
the public sector, that the civil service was too
privileged and complacent, and that the state was
too big and too interventionist (Pollitt, 1993).
However, more detailed ideas evolved during the
long period in office.

The New Labour government which took over
from 1997 contained many traditional supporters
of public services. Party policy stressed ‘partner-
ships’, ‘modernization’, and (later) ‘joined-up gov-
ernment’ rather than private sector solutions. The
internal market mechanisms in the NHS were
much disliked, and were partly dismantled, as was
the compulsoriness of contracting out local ser-
vices. Nevertheless, behind these surface shifts
away from marketization, many elements of NPM
thinking continued—not least performance meas-
urement, which was further intensified. More gen-
erally, the Blair government’s early identification
with a ‘third way’ in politics, translated into a
‘third way’ in public administration also—more
public–private partnerships, extension of the Pri-
vate Finance Initiative, more benchmarking, and
so on. From about 2003 there came a strong
emphasis on ‘choice’, which frequently implied
market-type mechanisms of one kind or another.
When Cameron became prime minister in 2010 he
strongly promoted the idea of a ‘big society’ rather
than a ‘big government’. The precise implications
of this were far from clear, but the general direction
seemed to be towards decentralizing services and
seeking to enlist both commercial companies and
civil society associations to take over, or at least
share in, activities previously performed by public
authorities.
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I. Chance events

There is only one event which stands out as having
a large and direct effect on management reform,
and that was the global economic crisis of 2008
(unless one counts the Falklands War as a chance
event, with its tonic effect on the Conservative gov-
ernment’s electoral ratings and subsequent success
in the 1983 general election—though even this
would have to be seen as an indirect influence).

On the other hand, there have been particular
events in particular organizations or sectors which
have had significant local influences. Examples
would include a series of tragic failures in child
protection (which obliged governments to address
the reform of social services departments) and the
behaviour of certain left-wing local councils which
provided central government (underMrs Thatcher)
with one of its pretexts for abolishing certain large
urban councils and instituting various additional
controls on the remainder. Under New Labour a
series of fatal train accidents led directly to a recon-
sideration of the organizational arrangements for
the privatized railway system, and some strength-
ening of the public presence on the regulating
body. The NHS continued under Labour, as under
the Conservatives, to supply the media with a
steady trickle of tragic and unfortunate episodes
which were inevitably used as political ammuni-
tion in the ongoing struggle to reform that huge
and complex set of organizations (e.g. Francis,
2010; Healthcare Commission, 2009).

J. Elite decision-making

The boldness of Mrs Thatcher’s Conservative gov-
ernment grew as its political confidence was boosted
by the election victories of 1983 and 1987. By the
late 1980s some members of the Cabinet, including
Mrs Thatcher herself, advocated the return of many
hitherto public functions and activities to the pri-
vate sector, combined with the introduction of
market-typemechanisms tomuch of the remaining,
‘rump’ public sector. This general orientation con-
tinued into the Major administration (1990–7), as
evidenced by the further privatizations of the rail-
ways and British Coal, the selling-off of some Next
Steps executive agencies, and the expansion of the
Private Finance Initiative. The aspirations of the
incoming Labour government of 1997 were differ-
ent, but not enormously so. The urge to privatize
disappeared, but there was no countervailing desire
to take organizations or functions back into public
ownership. The Private Finance Initiative was
retained and expanded. Even if the tone was more

sympathetic to public sector staff, the general belief
in the scope for using business ideas to improve
public management and to provide more efficient
and high-quality services persisted.

The unusual dominance of a single-party form of
executive within the British system gives govern-
ments an equally unusual ability to realize their
reform desires, even when these are controversial
in Parliament or unpopular in the country (e.g. the
1989 reform of the NHS was hugely unpopular,
both among NHS staff and the wider public, but
the ‘provider market’ was forced through all the
same: see Pollitt et al., 1998). It is clear that, since
1979, governments of both major parties have
regarded continuing and deep administrative
change as perfectly feasible. In the UK the barriers
to (and political costs of) this kind of reform are
considerably lower than in many other countries.
However, while reforms can be forced through
again and again, the consequences for those who
run public services can easily become negative. By
the time New Labour won its second election in
2001, there were signs of ‘reform fatigue’ and ‘meas-
urement fatigue’ in several major public services. By
the end of the Brown administration (2010) the
unceasing flood of reports, reforms, and initiatives
was widely perceived as one of the government’s
weaknesses rather than as a strength (Pollitt, 2007).

K. The administrative system

The permanent civil service is still the main source
of advice and support for ministers, though it is
almost certainly less dominant in this role than it
was thirty years ago and the use of substantial
numbers of partisan political advisers is now firmly
entrenched (Peters and Pierre, 2004; Talbot, 2014).
The civil service is neutral in party political terms,
right up to the most senior level (permanent
secretary). The culture of the upper civil service is
generalist (and non-legalist). The single most
important constitutional doctrine for senior civil
servants remains that of ‘ministerial responsibil-
ity’, which means (roughly) that ministers must
answer to the House of Commons for all the doings
of their ministries, and that civil servants normally
remain anonymous but have a prime duty to sup-
port and protect ‘their’ minister. Therefore, civil
servants are not held to have any higher duty
towards ‘the state’ (not a concept much in use),
the legislature, or the citizenry.

Central government is organized into depart-
ments, most of which are headed by a Cabinet
minister. The majority of civil servants now work
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in semi-autonomous executive agencies, which are
still, constitutionally, part of their ‘parent’ depart-
ments (Pollitt et al., 2004).

Local government is less protected from central
government interventions than in most other
European states. The period of Conservative gov-
ernment from 1979 to 1997 was one of consider-
able tension between the centre and local
authorities. Central government both passed
many new pieces of legislation restricting the dis-
cretion of local authorities (especially in relation to
finance) and gave many functions to local quangos
and other non-elected bodies (Cochrane, 1993;
Stoker, 1988). Relations between central and local
government were easier after the New Labour gov-
ernment came to power in 1997, but the habit of
close central regulation and supervision of local
authorities continued. Thus, from the late 1990s
local authorities were enmeshed in an elaborate, if
regularly changing system of performance meas-
urement devised by central government. The Cam-
eron coalition government came to power
promising greater freedom for local authorities,
but it also made very large cuts in their levels of
financial support. Broadly similar promises of
greater regional and local autonomy (the ‘North-
ern Powerhouse’) continued into the May admin-
istration (2016) but it is still not clear how much
this will amount to.

L. The contents of the reform package

With the advantage of hindsight, the period of
Conservative government could be said to have
had three broad phases of development with
respect to management reform. From 1979 until
1982–3 there was a fierce drive for economies and
the elimination of waste. Civil service numbers were
cut, first by 14 per cent and then, subsequently, by a
further 6 per cent. Rayner Scrutinies (see Metcalfe
and Richards, 1990) sought to find more efficient
ways of undertaking tasks, and usually concluded
that staffing reductions were possible.

In the early 1980s, however, the emphasis
shifted to improving financial and general man-
agement, and increasing efficiency. The Financial
Management Initiative was launched in 1982 and
embraced the whole of central government with its
philosophy of more decentralized management,
more decentralized budgets, more targets, and
more professionalism (Zifcak, 1994). The National
Audit Office and Audit Commission were brought
into being (the relevant legislation being passed in

1983 and 1982, respectively), and each was given a
mandate that stressed the ‘3Es’—economy, effi-
ciency, and effectiveness. In the NHS, central gov-
ernment insisted on the introduction of general
managers in every health authority (Harrison
et al., 1992). Performance indicator systems began
to sprout for most public services, central and local
(Pollitt, 1986).

During the mid-1980s the privatization pro-
gramme gathered momentum, with the sales of
British Telecom (1984), British Gas (1986), the Brit-
ish Airports Authority (1987), and water supply
and sewerage (1989). Between 1979 and 1990
about 800,000 employees were transferred from
the public to the private sector.

The third phase of Conservative reform was the
most radical. Following their convincing victory in
the 1987 election, Mrs Thatcher’s administration
launched a series of fundamental restructurings.
Market-type mechanisms were introduced on a
large scale—in healthcare, community care, and
education. The ‘purchaser/provider split’ was
imposed by central government as a basic model
for most locally provided services (Pollitt et al.,
1998). Performance measurement systems were
sharpened, and the annual publication of national
league tables for schools and hospitals became sig-
nificant media events. Privatization continued
(electricity, 1990–3, railways 1994). In central gov-
ernment the Next steps report of 1988 led to the
creation, within ten years, of more than 140 execu-
tive agencies which employed in excess of 70 per
cent of the non-industrial civil service (Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster, 1997; O’Toole and
Jordan, 1995). During the mid-1990s a number of
central ministries were significantly downsized,
following a programme of management reviews.
In 1991 both the Citizen’s charter (Prime Minister,
1991) and ambitious programmes of contracting
out and market testing were launched (Competing
for quality—H.M. Treasury, 1991). These two well
represented the main tendencies of the 1990s: a
huge emphasis on ‘customer service’ (Clarke and
Newman, 1997) and an equally intense concern
to keep up the pace of contracting out and
marketization.

The New Labour government of 1997 reversed
very little of what had gone before. Although ideo-
logically more sympathetic to the public sector,
they did not reverse the privatizations or the pur-
chaser/provider splits, although they took some
steps to ameliorate the least popular consequences
of the latter. If anything, they intensified the
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‘league table’ system still further, and ‘rebranded’
the Citizen’s charter programme as the ‘Service First’
initiative. Many of their proposals shared the
underlying assumptions about the transformatory
capacity of better, more professional public man-
agement which had been characteristic of their
Conservative predecessors (e.g. the idea of a bench-
marked Procurement Excellence model or the
‘Best value’ initiative in local government—see
Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1998). In 1999 the
prime minister issued a white paper, Modernizing
government, which offered a slightly curious mix-
ture of old themes (e.g. greater responsiveness and
quality) and faintly millenarial visions of the gov-
ernment’s role in the ‘information age’ (Prime
Minister and the Minister for the Cabinet Office,
1999). Subsequently, the increases in public spend-
ing, particularly in healthcare and education, were
accompanied by further intensification of central
target-setting and performance measurement, con-
tinuing the trend towards ‘reregulation’ of the pub-
lic sector which had begun under the Conservatives
(Hood et al., 1999). As Mr Blair famously said, his
second term of office came to be about ‘delivery,
delivery, delivery’ (see Barber, 2007).

It is hard to summarize developments between
the Modernizing government white paper (1999) and
the end of the New Labour administration just over
a decade later, partly because there were somany of
them. New initiatives, reports, and reorganizations
flooded out of Whitehall. Major public services
such as healthcare, education, and the police were
repeatedly reorganized and required to adopt
new central government initiatives (Pollitt, 2007;
Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2009). Recurrent themes
included a continuing emphasis on performance
measurement, multiple attempts at ‘joined-up gov-
ernment’, great rhetorical stress on partnerships,
and much talk of increasing citizens’ ‘choice’ of
public services (see, e.g., Cabinet Office, 2008;
H.M. Government, 2009: H.M. Treasury, 2010;
National Audit Office, 2009, 2010). On the finan-
cial side, the whole of central government moved
to accruals accounting. These reform themes
involved various potentially conflicting instru-
ments. Thus, the Blair and Brown govern-
ments both continued to develop a massive,
top-down architecture of performancemeasurement,
often—but not always—linked to the Treasury’s
PSAs. This embraced local as well as central govern-
ment. Yet at the same time there was much talk
(and action) around partnership and decentraliza-
tion. The latter themes were also in some tension

with the parallel calls for greater joining up. Cer-
tainly, market-type mechanisms continued to be
widely used, alongside strong hierarchical instruc-
tions. During the Brown administration (2008–10)
there were signs that the government was retreat-
ing from some of its centralized command-and-
control activities (Cabinet Office, 2008; H.M.
Government, 2009), but this retreat (if that is
what it was) had not gone very far before Labour
fell from power in the 2010 election.

At the level of rhetoric the Conservative-Liberal
Democrat coalition (2010–15) strongly empha-
sized decentralization and ‘returning’ power and
initiative to local communities and, wherever pos-
sible, to civil society and the private sector. At the
same time it made major cuts in public expend-
iture. Healthcare and education were given prior-
ity, but, in the former case, the tiny increase (0.1
per cent per year over four years) was swamped by
demographic and technological changes. Educa-
tion was cut by only 1 per cent, but nevertheless
spending on school building was reduced by
almost two-thirds, and funding for university
tuition virtually disappeared (students instead
faced a big rise in fees).

The government also announced the dismant-
ling of several elements of the New Labour man-
agement architecture. There was to be a ‘bonfire of
targets’, including the system of Departmental
Strategic Objectives which had been introduced
in 2007, and the pivotal PSAs which had formed
the basis of the system since 1998. The main white
paper of the coalition government was entitled
Open public services (Minister for Government
Policy, 2011). It opened with an attack on public
servants for failing to deliver equal opportunities,
and argued that power had to be wrested from
officials and given back to the people. It
announced a policy of diversity in provision, with
public provision of public services as only a default
position, to be resorted to when other options were
not available. No mention was made of the deep
cuts that were being made at the very same time as
diversity was supposed to flourish.

The post-Brexit Conservative administration of
Mrs May quickly announced some departmental
restructurings to support the forthcoming negoti-
ations with the EU (2016). Three ministries
would be involved with the exit negotiations—
the Foreign Office, a new Department for Exiting
the European Union, and a new Department for
International Trade. Commentators immediately
pointed to the potential for rivalry between these
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overlapping portfolios. A newDepartment for Busi-
ness, Energy and Industrial Strategy was also set up.

M. The implementation process

In the UK reform has been continual, often intense,
and sometimes harsh. Public sector employees have
become accustomed to constant restructurings,
downsizings, and new ‘initiatives’. Much of the
change has been strongly driven from the top. The
Treasury and the Cabinet Office have been themain
actors, thoughmost departments have been heavily
involved, especially health (for the NHS), environ-
ment (for local government), education (the reform
of schools, colleges, and universities) and social
security. Under New Labour, 10 Downing Street
itself became a significant reform ‘player’, housing,
inter alia, the Strategy Unit, the Prime Minister’s
Delivery Unit (Barber, 2007), and the Office of Pub-
lic Services Reform. Despite the rhetoric of decen-
tralization and diversity, it has been hard to see any
real change in this top-down approach since the
change of government in 2010.

N. Reforms actually achieved

As already noted, British central government is
relatively unfettered in its ability to make adminis-
trative changes (Pollitt, 2007). So when it deter-
mines to carry something through, it usually can.
As Section L made clear, many large-scale reforms
have been put in place. That is not to say that all
have achieved the results forecast or claimed for
them. Sometimes one can ‘take a horse to water
but not make him drink’ (see Pollitt et al., 1998, for
an assessment of healthcare, education, and hous-
ing reforms). At other times the objectives of
reform have been cast in such broad terms that it
is almost impossible to assess their success or fail-
ure (Pollitt, 2013c).

The Conservative governments of 1979–97 were
not enthusiastic about mounting large-scale evalu-
ations of their management reforms. Ministers

tended to take the line that reform was essential,
and self-evidently desirable, and that formal, pub-
lic evaluation might prove a delay and distraction.
Internal management reviews weremore common.
The 1997–2010 Labour governments were more
committed to formal evaluation, but often found
it politically expedient to move on to new reforms
before the full evaluations of their previous efforts
were available (Walker, 2001) . There have, how-
ever, been a number of specific evaluations of par-
ticular initiatives, and some of these were made
available within the public domain. For example,
there was a useful series of assessments of the Next
Steps Programme, which were basically positive
in tone (e.g. Trosa, 1994) although acknowledging
the danger of fragmentation and loss of depart-
mental control (Office of Public Services Reform,
2002). There has also been a series of very useful
performance audits, addressed to different reforms,
from the National Audit Office (e.g. National Audit
Office, 1999, 2006, 2009, 2010). For example, as
reported in Chapter 5, one study found that the
departmental Capability Review programme had
apparently led to improvements in capacity and
leadership, but that these could not be connected
either to PSA performance achievements or to out-
comes (National Audit Office, 2009). A later study of
the coalition government’s ‘Troubled Families’
scheme, carried out by an independent consult-
ancy, found that (despite PrimeMinister Cameron’s
earlier claims of a runaway success) the scheme had
had ‘no discernible impact’ (O’Carroll, 2016, p. 12).

Some academic evaluations have begun to
appear. One of themost thorough of these suggests
that there have probably been substantial, though
not spectacular efficiency gains, increased respon-
siveness to service users, but significant loss of
equity (Boyne et al., 2003). Another has concluded
that the programme for reforming the civil service,
while falling well short of its claims for ‘transform-
ation’ and radical step change, has nevertheless
achieved more incremental/less spectacular con-
tinuous improvement (Bovaird and Russell, 2007).
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Key events: United Kingdom

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1979–90 Thatcher as PM (Conservative) From 1979 Rayner Scrutinies (efficiency
studies led by a businessman)

1983 First set of performance indicators for
the NHS

Major privatizations begin, including British
Aerospace (1981) and British Telecom
(1984)

1981 Civil Service Department abolished,
Management and Personnel office
created within the Cabinet Office

1982 Financial Management
Initiative: financial and
personnel matters delegated
to line managers (Zifcak,
1994)

1986–90 1990–7 Major as PM (Conservative) 1988 Next Steps initiative to establish
executive agencies. By 1996 there were
127 agencies employing 375,000 civil
servants.

1989 White paper Working for patients
introduces market mechanisms into the
NHS

1990 Trading Fund Act extends
range of government
agencies able to use trading
funds

1991–5 1992 Maastricht Treaty (EU) 1991 Citizen’s charter
1993 Programme of Fundamental Reviews of

ministries (leads to downsizings averaging
20%)

1991 Treasury allows departments new
flexibilities on personnel management,
pay, and allowances

1992 13 agencies introduce group bonus
schemes

1994 White paper Continuity and Change on
civil service reform

1995 Further white paper, Taking forward
continuity and change

1992 Audit Commission sets 77
performance indicators for
local governments

1994 Private Finance Initiative
launched (later developed
further by Labour
Government and becomes a
major instrument for public
sector investment)

1996–2000 1997 Labour wins election, Blair becomes
PM

(1997–2007) 1999 House of Lords Act,
drastically reduces the hereditary
element in the House of Lords

1999 White paper Modernising government
1999 E-government strategy paper
1999 Freedom of Information Act

1996 Creation of Senior Civil Service (SES)
1999 Launch of Civil Service Reform

Programme

1998 Introduction of Public
Service Agreements (PSAs), in
which departments agree
with the Treasury to achieve
certain targets in exchange
for their resource allocations

1998 First Comprehensive
Spending Review

2001–5 2002 Further e-government strategy
2004 Gershon Review of the efficiency of the

public sector
2004 Launch of DirectGov website
2005 Cabinet Office launches departmental

Capability Reviews (National Audit Office,
2009); 17 departments are reviewed in
less than two years

2004 Civil service reform: delivery and values
(Cabinet Office, 2004)

2004 Well-Placed to Deliver (Lyons Review,
2004) proposes major deconcentration of
civil servants from London and the South-
East

2005 Launch of Professional Skills for
Government training programme

2001 Introduction of Resource
Accounting and Budgeting



2006–10 2007 Green paper The governance of
Britain

2007 Brown takes over from Blair as PM
2010 General election: Conservative-

Liberal Democrat coalition government
formed. Cameron as PM.

2008 Excellence and fairness: achieving
world class public services (Cabinet Office,
2008)

2009 Putting the frontline first: smarter
government (H.M. Government, 2009)

2010 New government abolishes PSAs,
Departmental Strategic Objectives, and a
number of other performance indicators

2010 Comprehensive Spending
Review: new coalition
government announces
major cuts over the following
four years right across the
public sector

2010–16 2010 Building Big Society Programme
envisaging a number of decentralization
and citizen empowerment reforms

2011 Parliamentary Voting System and
Constituencies Act. Electoral reform
altering constituencies and reducing
size of the House of Commons.

2012 Public Services (Social Value) Act.
Requires all public bodies to consider
how their services affect economic,
social, and environmental well-being of
the area.

2014 Scottish Referendum for
Independence. The Union stays intact
but will probably be followed by further
transfer of competencies from
Westminster to Edinburgh.

2015 Conservatives win general election
and form a government under Cameron

2016 Referendum: majority vote to leave
the EU. Cameron resigns and May
(Conservative) becomes PM.

2011 White paper Open public services
(Minister for Government Policy, 2011)

2012 The civil service reform plan.
Decreasing size of civil service while
making it more strategic.

2012 Government Digital Strategy aimed at
making government ‘digital by default’

2012White paper Open data: unleashing the
potential sets out programme to bring
transparency and data into the heart of
government

2013 Choice charter sets out government
principles to increase choice and quality in
public service delivery

2013 City Deals. Transferred competencies
from the central government to the 8
‘Core Cities’.

2016 May restructures Whitehall
departments to facilitate the EU exit
negotiations and trade renegotiations (see
Section M)

2010 New Civil Service Compensation
Scheme. Largest reform of civil service
labour conditions since 1987.

2012 Civil Service Competency Framework.
Outline of the skills and behaviour
expected of civil servants at all levels.

2013 Public Appointments Order in Council
establishes an independent commissioner
to monitor public sector appointments by
appointment authorities

2013 Civil Service High Potential Stream
establishes a corporate talent pool
allowing for increased flexible deployment
of talented civil servants

2013 Government Interrogating
Spending Tool gives citizens
unprecedented view of
government budgeting and
spending

2013 The Major Projects
Authority annual report. First
MPA review of major
government projects.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

A. Socio-economic forces: general

The USA is unique among the ten countries in this
study in its status as a military and economic ‘super-
power’. It is rich and powerful. The dollar is an
international currency. Thus it is probably in a bet-
ter position than other states to influence the course
of global trends. Nevertheless, there are limits to its
power, and it, too, is subject to the challenges of an
ageing society, changing social values and norms,
andmass immigration—plus the growing economic
and political rivalry with China. The population in
2014 was 319 million—more than three times big-
ger than any of our other eleven countries. At the
beginning of 2016 the population of the twenty-
eight states of the EU was about 510 million.

B. Global economic forces

Imports and exports form a considerably smaller
proportion of the US economy than for any of the
other eleven countries reviewed in this book. Yet,
as with social trends, the USA is far from immune
to international economic trends. Since 2000 the
USA has rapidly lost jobs to China and South East
Asia, and many American companies and other
organizations have been bought by Chinese invest-
ors. This has now become a major political issue, as
was evident during the 2016 presidential election
campaign, in which Trump claimed he would safe-
guard American jobs for Americans, and would
press the Chinese to revalue their currency.

C. Socio-demographic issues

Although rich on the basis of average per capita
incomes (Table A.1), the USA spends a surprisingly
small amount of government money on social
expenditure (Table A.2). By comparison with most
European countries it has only a ‘thin’welfare state
(see Table 5.5). Unsurprisingly, therefore, it is the
most unequal society in our set—in terms both of
incomes and wealth (see Figure A.2).

D. National socio-economic policies

The 1980s was a period during which political and
popular awareness of the federal deficit grew—

alongside the growth of the deficit itself. High
levels of defence spending under the Reagan
administration, together with its failure to cut
back on social programmes as sharply as had ori-
ginally been intended, contributed to this problem
(Stockman, 1986). These increases dwarfed the sav-
ings and cuts that flowed from managerial effi-
ciency improvements (see Section M). Under
Clinton, from 1992, however, more effective meas-
ures were taken to control the deficit, and at the
same time the economy entered a long boom. In
1997 President Clinton and the Republican-
dominated Congress agreed a five-year plan to bal-
ance the budget, and by the time President Clinton
made his 1999 State of the Union address, a polit-
ical debate was building up on the question of
what to do with the anticipated budget surpluses.
George W. Bush inherited a rapidly changing eco-
nomic situation, and after the 11 September 2001
terrorist attacks it became abundantly clear that
the US economy was slowing down. By back-
ground and conviction, the new president was fis-
cally conservative, pro-big business, and pro-
market, but (like Reagan) his increased military
and security spending, along with a series of tax
cuts, soon threatened the federal fiscal balance.
‘Ironically, despite Bush’s campaign rhetoric
about smaller government andmore efficient man-
agement, his tactical decisions to pursue an
unpopular war, cut domestic programmes, and
increase the size of the bureaucracy, have created
the largest public debit in history’ (Milakovitch,
2006, p476). Towards the end of the 2000–8 Bush
presidency the renewed deficit was further ampli-
fied by the impacts of the 2008 global economic
crisis. Soon after assuming office, President Obama
launched a $787 billion dollar spending package
designed to prop up a reeling American economy—
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. The
long-run deficit picture remains grim as the gener-
ation of children born shortly after the Second
World War (the ‘baby boomers’) enter retirement,
leading to increased consumption of federal retire-
ment and medical services. Nor does it help that,
for most of the Obama presidency, Congress has
been gridlocked by Republicans bent on radically
minimizing the federal government and opposing
almost everything the president proposes. The
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bipartisan practices that for decades supported
competent federal government appear to have
evaporated (Kettl, 2016).

For example, in 2011 proposals to reduce the US
national debt took front stage in the Budget Con-
trol Act. Congress was deeply divided on these
issues however, and the political stalemate over
austerity measures almost led the federal govern-
ment to ‘shut down’ and default on its debt. Con-
gress first refused to approve the 2011 budget in
April, and then refused to raise the debt ceiling in
July. Furthermore, the so-called ‘fiscal cliff ’ (budget
sequestration, an automatic 10 per cent budget cut,
and tax hikes) was only just avoided with a last-
minute agreement to raise taxes on the wealthy,
and allow a 2 per cent payroll tax credit to expire.

E. The political system

The USA possesses a unique political system among
our twelve countries. It is a federal state, with a
constitutionally entrenched division of powers
between the executive, legislature, and judiciary.
From the ‘Founding Fathers’ on, there has been an
ideological commitment to maintaining a system
of ‘checks and balances’ to ensure that no one of the
three main branches of government can dominate.

There is a two-party system (Republican and
Democrat), but the parties are each ‘broad
churches’, and, by European standards, there is
little party discipline within the legislature, each
congressman/woman or senator being free to vote
and act according to his/her own choice, though
in recent decades party discipline has increased
(Hetherington, 2009). Individual committees
within the legislature also enjoy great independ-
ence, and the chairs of the senior committees are
major political figures in their own right. Specific
constituency interests have a strong influence on
voting patterns. There is no equivalent to the
Christian democrat, social democrat, or socialist
parties which are such a familiar presence in west-
ern European politics. The president is directly
elected every four years and cannot serve more
than two successive terms.

The legislature is bicameral and, relative to the
executive, unusually powerful by European stand-
ards. The president and the executive cannot rely
on getting their way—certainly not in matters of
administrative reform. The agencies of the execu-
tive may be partly or wholly ‘captured’ by interest
groups represented within the legislature. Many
expert commentators have remarked on the

legislature’s predilection for ‘micromanaging’ the
federal bureaucracy and its lack of interest in man-
agement reform (e.g. Kettl, 2009). ‘No recent presi-
dent has been able to garner much interest or
support from Congress for his management initia-
tives’ (Breul and Kamensky, 2008, p. 1023).

Washington politics is also characterized by a
‘spoils system’, in which an incoming administra-
tion hands out large numbers of senior administra-
tive posts to political sympathizers (nowadays up
to 4,000, including many posts which in most of
our other countries would go to career civil ser-
vants—Peters, 2010). These (often short-term) pol-
itical appointees then work alongside career civil
servants (Heclo, 1977—he memorably called it a
‘government of strangers’). The spoils system has
grown in size since 1980, and the ‘intensity of
politicization has been increasing markedly, espe-
cially in the second Bush administration’ (Peters,
2010, p. 119). Finally, it should be remembered
that the American legislature frequently indulges
in ‘pork-barrel’ politics—where the benefits of pub-
lic programmes are carefully calculated to appeal to
particular constituencies and regions. Contracting
out—which has grown significantly over the past
three decades—is one example of this: ‘the allure to
members of Congress of bringing contracts and
jobs back to their districts is insatiable’ (Durant
et al., 2009, p. 214).

Finally, it must not be forgotten that, although
the main focus of this book is on national-level
governments, the USA has an extensively decen-
tralized and democratized system of governance.
Of approximately 22 million public servants hold-
ing office in 2006, only about 2.7 million were at
the federal level, and only about 15 per cent of
those employees are based in Washington DC. Of
this 2.7 million, 800,000 were in the postal service,
700,000 in the Department of Defense, and
250,000 in the Veterans Administration, leaving
fewer than 1 million staffing the whole of the
remainder of the federal machine. ‘Most of the
service delivery, including that for many federal
programs, is done by state and local governments’
(Peters, 2010, p. 118). The contracting out of public
services also contributes to this relatively small
centre—by 2002 contract employees represented
62 per cent of the combined total of contractees,
the civil service, and military positions (Durant
et al., 2009, p. 208). Over recent decades the federal
workforce has become more professional (an
increase of 78 per cent between 1973 and 2014),
as blue-collar and clerical jobs have disappeared or
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been contracted out. Each federal employee is now
responsible for far more programme expenditure
than they were ten or twenty years ago (Kettl,
2016, pp. 46–55).

F. New management ideas

The USA is characterized by a ‘business-oriented’,
‘free enterprise’ culture. Its system of government
is also very open and fragmented. These factors
have meant that it has been very easy for private
sector management concepts to enter the public
sector. At various times the federal administration
has expressed enthusiasm towards most of the con-
temporarymanagement techniques and approaches,
including MBO, downsizing, TQM, benchmarking,
and re-engineering. Most recently, endless discus-
sions andmany initiatives have taken place concern-
ing digital government, cloud-based government,
cyber security, and other ICT-related issues.

A historical perspective indicates that there is
nothing particularly new in this openness to busi-
ness techniques. For example, in the 1960s the fed-
eral government famously adopted the Planning,
Programming, and Budgeting System, and in the
1970s other techniques with private sector concep-
tual origins, such as zero-based budgeting and
organizational development, were enthusiastically
embraced. As far back as the start of the twentieth
century, progressive reformers were looking to the
private sector for models of efficient management.

The George W. Bush administrations from
2001 to 2009 were exceptionally favourable to
approaches of private sector origin. A month after
his inauguration, the president made a speech in
which he said that reforms must be (a) citizen-
centred, (b) results-centred, and (c) market-based
(Breul and Kamnesky, 2008, p. 1015). His adminis-
tration aggressively pursued both a new perform-
ance pay system and massive contracting out.
Most notoriously, it contracted out so much of the
war effort in Iraq that by the end of 2006 there were
almost 100,000 private contractors in the country—
almost as many as there were US combat troops
(Scahill, 2007). Two major new performance pay
systems were introduced—in the Departments of
Homeland Security and Defense (Perry et al., 2009).

G. Pressure from citizens

Since the 1970s US public opinion has tended to
become increasingly critical of both the motives
and the competence of federal government (Bok,

1997; Kaufman, 1981, Kettl, 2016). Most Ameri-
cans believe that the federal bureaucracy wastes
huge sums of money. However, the accuracy of
popular perceptions of its federal government can
be questioned: for example, while a majority
believed that the administrative overheads ate up
more than 50 per cent of the social security pro-
gramme, the true figure was actually less than 2 per
cent (Bok, 1997, p. 56; see also Kettl, 2016,
pp. 40–2). Nevertheless, US presidents and their
colleagues have to operate against a background
in which the proportion of Americans who believe
that public officials don’t care what people think
grew from 36 per cent in 1964 to 66 per cent in
1996, and the proportion who thought that quite a
few people in government were crooked rose (over
the same period) from 29 per cent to 51 per cent.
This set of attitudes does not so much point
towards specific management reforms as it handi-
caps all reformers, in so far as their efforts and
motives are likely to be regarded with widespread
scepticism by the public. It is one manifestation of
the strong populist (Jeffersonian) theme in Ameri-
can politics, with its mixture of fear of and suspi-
cion for any kind of technocratic, Washington-
based elite (Peters, 2010, pp. 118–19).

At the same time, however, citizen approval of
particular services coexists with their generalized
mistrust of ‘the Feds’. Major institutions such as
the Social Security Administration, the Internal
Revenue Service, and the Postal Service regularly
score highly on customer satisfaction, and at
least equal private sector satisfaction scores.
A contemporary example is the ‘Tea Party’ move-
ment, which has been sharply critical of the
scope of government, but at the same time is
largely supportive of social security programmes
(Moynihan and Ingraham, 2010).

H. Party political ideas

These, too, were influenced by the general ‘free
enterprise’ culture, and by the absence of a social
democratic or socialist party of any size or salience.
Thus a majority of both Republicans and Demo-
crats have been willing to sign up to notions of
more ‘businesslike’ government. Since the late
1970s, however, a substantial group of right-wing
Republicans have taken a more radical stance.
Deeply sceptical of the efficacy of federal actions,
they have argued for fundamental downsizing of
the civil service and a general reduction in ‘govern-
ment interference’. At the time of writing, the
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anti-federal-bureaucracy theme is being pro-
pounded as vigorously as ever, as a pro-business
Trump presidency is installed in the White House.
One example of this would be the way that
the Obama administration’s idea of having a
government-run health insurance scheme to run
alongside private schemes (one part of the health
reform bill) led straight to the bitterest ideological
attacks, including the (to Europeans laughable)
suggestion that President Obama was some kind
of socialist, or even communist.

I. Chance events

Some events had an impact on specific aspects or
sectors of the federal administration. Two
examples would be the 1986 Space Shuttle Chal-
lenger explosion (which had a big impact on the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
NASA, one of the largest federal agencies) and the
1994 Oklahoma City bombing, which starkly illus-
trated the depths of hatred for the federal author-
ities felt by some groups on the radical right of the
American political spectrum.

However, the clearest example of event-driven
policymaking was the range of measures adopted
following the al-Qaeda terrorist attacks of 11 Sep-
tember 2001. These led directly to a major federal
reorganization, with the creation of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security as its centrepiece.
Other reorganizations stemmed from the huge
damage caused in 2005 by Hurricane Katrina,
when it came ashore close to New Orleans. This
was a national disaster, but also a public relations
disaster for the Bush presidency, which led to con-
siderable reorganization of federal emergency ser-
vices (Sylves, 2006; Waugh, 2006).

J. Elite decision-making

It is less appropriate to speak of a (singular) elite
perception in the USA than in some more central-
ized and homogeneous European countries. Trad-
itionally, in the USA, executive perceptions of
what was needed tended to be somewhat at vari-
ance with the perceptions of leading groups within
the legislature. While it may have been relatively
easy to secure consensus on the proposition that
the federal government needs to be more flexible,
efficient, customer-friendly, and coordinated, it
has been much more difficult to build a broad
coalition of support for a package of specific and
concrete measures to achieve this. As George

W. Bush’s President’s management agenda document
put it, ‘All too often, Congress is part of the gov-
ernment’s managerial problems’ (Office of Man-
agement and Budget, 2001, p. 6).

As indicated earlier, reformers had to contend
with a general loss of trust in the federal machine,
a tendency which was frequently encouraged by
presidents themselves. Since Lyndon Johnson,
most successful presidential candidates have pre-
sented themselves as outside critics determined to
fix the problems of the federal government. From
the 1930s to the 1980s, presidents frequently pur-
sued ambitious reorganizations of government, as
Congress was largely content to delegate such
powers to the executive. However, a combination
of a Supreme Court decision that such legislative
deference was excessive and a growing reluctance
on the part of Congress to cede such powers has
seen less attention given to reorganization.

Instead of moving boxes around, presidents
turned to changes in technique—budgetary and
accounting systems, privatization, customer ser-
vice systems, performance management—that
have been regarded as more feasible/less politically
controversial than wholesale redesign of the gov-
ernment or other aspects of public management.
More ambitious reforms that sought to make per-
sonnel policies more flexible, sometimes by redu-
cing civil service protections, failed to win
legislative support amid strong lobbying by public
sector unions (e.g. Reagan’s 1986 Civil Service
Simplification Act, Clinton’s Personnel System
Reinvention and Omnibus Civil Service Reform
Acts, and Bush’s Freedom to Manage Act).

The most notable exception to these trends was
the passage of the 2002 Homeland Security Act,
which created the Department of Homeland Secur-
ity. The Act allowed President Bush to move
twenty-two agencies from across government into
a single department, while giving the secretary of
the department significant new personnel author-
ity. But the unusual politics of the Act—in the
aftermath of 9/11 an enormously popular Presi-
dent Bush was able to link management issues to
national security—emphasizes the difficulties of
pursuing large-scale reform (Moynihan 2005), and
President Obama showed little intent to pursue
restructuring reforms via legislation. Nevertheless,
one ongoing clear dividing line between the parties
has been a Republican desire to eliminate many
traditional civil service protections.

By the end of the 1980s there were signs of a
real collapse of morale within the federal service

APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FILES AND TABLES OF EVENTS 345



(Volcker, 1989). This was in hardly anyone’s inter-
est, and provided the incoming Clinton adminis-
tration with a base on which to build support for a
new attempt at reform. This took the form of the
National Performance Review and the Government
Performance and Results Act (see Section N). The
George W. Bush presidency, from 2000, declared
three aims for the federal machine: ‘actively
promoting . . . innovation through competition’,
being ‘citizen-centred’, and ‘results-oriented’ (Office
of Management and Budget, 2001, p. 4). The
Obama administration maintained some of the
same priorities—continuing to emphasize perform-
ance and citizen engagement for example—but
interpreted these terms somewhat differently. It
also became embroiled in major controversies
about the security of government data and threats
to cybersecurity.

K. The administrative system

The US administrative system is quite fragmented
and highly permeable to influences from outside
the executive itself. Unlike many European coun-
tries, the USA never developed a unified and
powerful central state apparatus. It democratized
before it industrialized, and industrialized before
the main era of state-building. During the twenti-
eth century a patchwork of departments and agen-
cies grew up, which successive attempts at reform
(especially the Brownlow Committee of 1936 and
the Hoover Commissions of 1949 and 1955) only
partly succeeded in rationalizing.

By the mid-1990s the federal machine consisted
of a wide variety of organizational forms (Peters,
1995). These included fourteen cabinet depart-
ments, a large number of independent executive
organizations (e.g. NASA), independent regulatory
commissions (e.g. the Federal Trade Commission),
and public corporations (e.g. the Tennessee Valley
Authority, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpor-
ation). There are also organizations within the
sphere of the legislature which are important play-
ers in financial andmanagement issues—especially
the Congressional Budget Office and the General
Accounting Office (GAO).

While a modest employer in terms of its propor-
tion of the total labour force (2.4 per cent) or of the
total public labour force (only 15 per cent), the
federal government is still a big employer in abso-
lute terms.

‘In summary, the American public bureaucracy
is a mixture of a highly professionalized and

depoliticized civil service at its lowest levels, and
a highly politicized and transient set of officials
at the top of public organizations’ (Peters, 2010,
p. 120).

L. Contents of the reform package

Of the twelve countries in this study the USA is
probably the one which has been home to the
strongest anti-government rhetoric, and the lowest
public trust of government (it is not clear which is
the cart and which the horse). In practice, presi-
dential actions have varied from attempts at sym-
pathetic modernization of the federal departments
and agencies (Carter, Clinton, and Obama) to
attacks on alleged bureaucratic ‘waste’ and duplica-
tion, combined with the introduction of more and
more political appointees (Reagan, G.W. Bush).
Ever-expanding contracting out seems to have
been a feature of administrations of both political
colours. This has grown steadily from the (always
existing) contracting out for products (computers,
military hardware) to contracting for general
services (office cleaning, prison management) to
contracting for what many would regard as core
government functions (including policymaking
and monitoring contracts), and contracting for
HRM functions such as recruitment and workforce
planning (Durant et al., 2009).

One reform which took place just before the
period covered by this book, but which needs
to be mentioned, was President Carter’s 1978
Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA—see Ban and
Ingraham, 1984). This created a Senior Executive
Service (SES) of about 8,000 people, and introduced
performance appraisal and merit pay. The SES pro-
vision had been designed partly to cater for grow-
ing public/private pay differentials (in favour of the
latter), but Congress soon cut the share of SES
positions that were eligible for bonuses from 50
per cent to 20 per cent. One rueful contemporary
comment on the implementation of the CSRA was
that Congressional support for it was ‘a mile wide
but an inch deep’. President Reagan was subse-
quently able to make good use of the 1978 Act to
dominate personnel administration to a greater
extent than his predecessors had been able to.
A quarter of a century later George W. Bush was
promising to ‘establish a meaningful system to
measure performance. Create awards for employ-
ees who surpass expectations’, as though this were
a new idea (Office of Management and Budget,
2001, p. 11).
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The Reagan administration introduced a welter
of reforms, many of them designed to bring ‘busi-
ness disciplines’ to the federal civil service. It was
also systematic in exploiting the presidency’s huge
power of patronage to appoint conservatives to key
positions throughout Washington. Some of the
principal initiatives were:

• Appointing Donald Devine, an arch-
conservative and virulent critic of the federal
bureaucracy, to be head of the Office of Person-
nel Management (OPM). ‘Career officials were
shocked and demoralized by Devine’s hostility
to them’ (Savoie, 1994, p. 222).

• The President’s Council on Integrity and Effi-
ciency (founded 1981). ‘It questioned many
practices, identified billions of savings as a result
of audits, launched civil and criminal actions,
and introduced many sanctions against govern-
ment agencies or employees’ (Savoie, 1994,
p. 189).

• Reform 88 (launched in 1982). This was a broad-
scope programme, somewhat lacking in focus.
Actions under its umbrella included upgrading
computer systems and improving financial man-
agement and accountability.

• The Council on Management and Administra-
tion (1982).

• The President’s Private Sector Survey on Cost
Control (PPSSCC, better known as the ‘Grace
Commission’, 1982).

• The Council on Management Improvement
(1984). This was a council of assistant secretaries
from across federal departments and agencies,
tasked to develop long-range management
improvement plans and reinforce the implemen-
tation of Reform 88.

• The President’s Productivity Program (from
1985). This was aimed at increasing the product-
ivity of government agencies by 20 per cent by
1992. Measures included the widespread adop-
tion of TQM.

‘Although not nearly as successful as he would
have liked, Reagan promoted privatisation, con-
tracting out, and user fees at every opportunity’
(Savoie, 1994, p. 215).

The Grace Commission was one of the most
publicized of these initiatives, and in some ways
typified the Reagan administration’s approach. It
involved bringing in large numbers of business
people (2,000, supported by 859 companies)
with a brief to identify bureaucratic ‘waste’. Over
a two-year period it generated forty-seven reports

containing 2,478 recommendations. It claimed
potential savings of $298 billion, though a GAO
analysis suggested that the true figure was more
like $98 billion. Some of its recommendations
were partly or wholly implemented, but many
were not (Pollitt, 1993, pp. 91–5). In proportion
to the size of the effort (and of the fanfare—see
Grace, 1984) it left only a small trace. The much
less widely publicized Council on Integrity and
Efficiency probably had a considerably greater
impact.

President George H.W. Bush (1988–92) was less
overtly anti-bureaucrat than Reagan—possibly
because he had a lifetime of public service behind
him. He presided over a growing crisis in the mor-
ale of the federal service, but was seemingly unable
to take any strong action to counter it. In 1989 a
taskforce identified serious weaknesses in the pub-
lic service (including pay, performance appraisal
and career development systems, and morale—
Volcker, 1989). In 1990 a GAO study came to
broadly similar conclusions (General Accounting
Office, 1990). Yet no major reforms were under-
taken. President Bush’s main interests seem to
have lain with high policy issues rather than man-
agement reform.

By contrast, the incoming Clinton administra-
tion of 1992 was keen to restore status to the fed-
eral machine, and to do so by pursuing a high-
profile reform which would lead to a government
that ‘works better and costs less’. The centrepiece of
their programme, entrusted to Vice President Gore,
was the National Performance Review (NPR—see
Gore, 1996, 1997; National Performance Review,
1997a, 1997b; and countless other publications).
This package included proposals for savings (prom-
ises of $108 billion worth) and downsizing (by
252,000, subsequently raised by Congress to
272,900), as well as for ‘empowerment’ and
‘reinvention’. Different stakeholders have stressed
different aspects, and from the start it was clear
that there were tensions between, for example,
the ‘savings and downsizing’ theme and the
‘empowerment and reinvention’ theme. ‘In prac-
tice NPR has been a messy and sometimes disor-
ganized multi-front war against the government’s
performance problems’ (Kettl, 1994, p. 5).

A second major management reform proceeded
alongside the NPR. The 1993 Government Per-
formance and Results Act (GPRA) mandated the
development of strategic planning and perform-
ance measurement throughout the federal govern-
ment (National Academy of Public Administration,
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1994). Its origins went back to draft Congressional
legislation from the Bush era (Radin, 1998, p. 308).
Three years of pilot projects were planned before
the reporting requirements were ‘rolled out’ to the
rest of the federal government in 1997.

After 2000, the approach of George W. Bush in
some ways echoed that of Reagan. He placed great
emphasis on competitive outsourcing and the
advantages of competition. He ‘reinvented’ the
idea of performance budgeting, and made a results
orientation one of his central themes. He also rein-
vented performance-related pay, and installed it in
two major federal departments (Perry et al., 2009).
Like almost every other Western government, he
lauded the potential of e-government. Without
referring to the Clinton–Gore NPR (which, in rhet-
orical terms at least, quickly disappeared from
view), he discovered that federal managers lacked
discretion, and headlined ‘freedom to manage’ as a
goal (Office of Management and Budget, 2001,
p. 5). However, in the aftermath of 9/11 he also
set up a Department of Homeland Security, and
used this as a vehicle for achieving greater man-
agerial flexibility and freedom from Congressional
control.

In contrast with his two immediate predeces-
sors, President Obama’s tenure (2008–16) has not
been marked by high-profile reform packages
designed to garner political attention. There is no
equivalent to the National Performance Review,
or the President’s Management Agenda. Neverthe-
less, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
and the OPM have quietly pursued reforms, largely
using executive authority, that they hope will have
a significant impact on public management. Since
there is no central reform blueprint, understanding
the specific goals of the Obama White House
requires looking to statements of White House
officials before Congress, budget documents, or
internal memoranda. A 2010 memo from the
OMB to SES officials offers perhaps the best sum-
mary of Obama’s goals:

1. Driving agency top priorities: as part of the
budget process, agency heads were asked to
identify 3–8 performance goals that they will
be held publicly accountable for. Legislation in
Congress has proposed to make this process per-
manent. The White House also pushed agencies
that interact with the public to develop trans-
parent service standards that can be used as
dashboards to summarize citizen experience of
government.

2. Cutting waste: the Obama White House has
sought to cut programmes deemed as duplica-
tive, out-of-date, or underperforming.

3. Reforming contracting: in marked contrast with
previous administrations, the Obama adminis-
tration sought to limit, and in some cases
reverse, contracting out.

4. Closing the IT gap: as with Bush and Clinton,
the Obama White House argued that technol-
ogy can significantly improve performance, but
poor implementation of ICT projects has
limited that potential.

5. Promoting accountability and innovation
through open government: Obama promised
to communicate clearly how well they are
doing, in the hope it will improve public under-
standing of government, but also provide a spur
to better performance by agencies. Performance
metrics and goals have been made publicly
available, and the White House has sought to
emphasize transparency in both programmes
and special initiatives, creating websites that
track spending of stimulus funds, for example.
The White House also promised to create
‘problem-solving networks’ that capture the
input of citizens and practitioners inside and
outside of government.

6. Attracting and motivating top talent: the Office
of Personnel Management was directed by the
president to find ways of using executive
authority to make government attractive to
younger people, and to make the confusing
and slow recruitment process simpler.

M. The implementation process

Implementing management reform has always
been difficult for US presidents. As already noted,
the powers of Congress to intervene in organiza-
tional restructurings are as extensive as its powers
to reshape budgets. Neither are the agencies them-
selves under such clear and unequivocal hierarch-
ical authority as would be usual in the case of, say, a
British or French agency. Many exist as one corner
in an ‘iron triangle’, with Congress as a second
corner and one or more major interest groups as
a third (e.g. farmers, the oil companies, or the
defence industries). These links can give agencies
the capacity to resist unwelcome changes through
political channels.

Furthermore, implementation of some import-
ant reforms has been entrusted mainly to political
appointees (rather than career civil servants). For
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example, the ‘reinvention’ teams established under
the NPR were usually led by Clinton appointees.
Sometimes this helps give impetus, but at other
times it produces oscillations and discontinuities,
as political appointeesfind their attentions are drawn
away to other issues of current political salience, or,
indeed, they themselves leave their posts (the turn-
over among political appointees can be brisk).

A further complication is the highly legalistic
nature of much US management reform. Even
when a president gets a reform through Congress,
s/he must then see what the courts make of it. An
interesting case is the way the process of contract-
ing out has become a vehicle for extending the
reach of legislative and judicial values deep into
the ‘contract state’. For example, legal obligations
for transparency can be placed on anybody who
uses government funds. ‘Due to the growth and
persistence of the contract state, Congress and the
U.S. Supreme Court have begun to extend the
reach of the American state into the private and
non-profit sectors in an effort to maintain the con-
stitutional character of the polity’ (Bumgarner and
Newswander, 2009, p. 203). Deregulating federal
HRM (another objective of the second Bush admin-
istration) was another area in which legal advice
and legal capacity seem to have been crucial
(Riccucci and Thompson, 2008).

Unsurprisingly, therefore, the record of imple-
mentation of reforms has been patchy. Organiza-
tionally, the key player in management changes
would normally be the OMB. In practice, however,
this has not always been a substantial force for
management reform. Within the OMB the
emphasis on management has varied, and for con-
siderable periods the bulk of its effort has been
directed to short-term budgetary issues, with man-
agement improvement taking a poor second place
(see Savoie, 1994, for an account of the changing
role of the OMB under Reagan). Under Clinton, the
OMB took a lead role in implementing the GPRA,
but, by contrast, made only limited inputs to the
NPR reinvention activities. Even with the GPRA,
however, the nature of the US governmental sys-
tem led to implementation difficulties:

Although the aims of GPRA suggest that the informa-
tion produced under the Act will support more rational
decisionmaking, both the structure of the US govern-
ment and current developments in other areas make
this extremely difficult. The structure creates a discon-
nect between budget functions, agency organisation,
and the jurisdictions of appropriations committees.
The fragmented nature of decisionmaking, including

budget decisionmaking, limits the ability of any insti-
tution of government in either the executive or the
legislative branch to look at crosscutting issues and the
government as a whole. (Radin, 1998, p. 311)

Under George W. Bush the OMB played a crucial
role in administering the Program Assessment Rat-
ing Tool (PART) and, more generally, in regularly
checking departments’ and agencies’ progress
in implementing the President’s Management
Agenda (Breul and Kamensky, 2008). This was a
break with Clinton- and Reagan-era reliance
on special commissions to lead reform efforts,
and restored the institutional primacy of the
OMB. PART, in particular, gave a mechanism by
which the OMB could not only evaluate the per-
formance of agencies, but redirect their goals where
it found them wanting (Moynihan, 2008).

Thus far, President Obama has maintained a
strong emphasis on performance management.
Obama fulfilled a campaign promise by appointing
a chief performance officer, who is also the deputy
director of the OMB, and the most visible represen-
tative of the president’s reform agenda. In terms of
tone, Obama appointees want to project a style dis-
tinct from previous presidencies. Obama officials
suggested that Clinton and Gore’s Reinventing Gov-
ernment was too decentralized (‘let a thousand
flowers bloom’), while the Bush OMB was overly
controlling in its interaction with agencies, resulting
in a good deal of agency resistance. By contrast, the
Obama OMB declares that it wants to create a
‘focused collaboration’ with agencies, characterized
by ‘principles of prioritization, transparency, engage-
ment, and rapid results’ (Moynihan, 2009, p. 6).

N. Reforms actually achieved

Despite the existence of a flourishing evaluation
culture in the US public sector, it is extremely dif-
ficult to come to any sure assessment of the impact
of the reforms since 1980. At a micro level there
have clearly been many examples and cases of effi-
ciency gains, modernization of systems, and
increased attention to customer responsiveness.
Some of the NPR publications are spattered with
upbeat examples of such performance improve-
ments (e.g. Gore, 1997). However, broad-scope
evaluations seem thin on the ground. An academic
review of NPR reinvention laboratories identifies
some successes (especially where there has been
‘stubborn’ leadership) but also some failures and
continuing problems (Ingraham, Thompson, and
Sanders, 1998). Certainly most of the reforms of

APPENDIX B: COUNTRY FILES AND TABLES OF EVENTS 349



the Reagan administration were not subject to sci-
entific evaluation—the mood of the times was
somewhat against evaluation, as being itself a fur-
ther symptom of bureaucratic empire-building and
obfuscation. Assessments of GPRA by the GAO
indicate a mixed picture, with some performance
plans falling well short of what the Act seems to
require (e.g. General Accounting Office, 1998,
2001). As for the NPR, one authoritative academic
assessment is mixed—in the main, federal agencies
technically complied with NPR, but effectively
dampened much of its intended force. Cultural
change has been patchy (Thompson, 2000). Subse-
quently, in his incoming management agenda,
George W. Bush laid great stress on the fact that
‘What matters in the end is completion. Perform-
ance. Results’ (Office of Management and Budget,
2001, p. 1). However, although setting targets for
most of its initiatives, the president’s agenda was
largely silent about arrangements for evaluation
and accountability. Perhaps this is ‘business as
usual’, since, as the Agenda itself notes: ‘Congress,
the Executive Branch, and the media have all
shown far greater interest in the launch of new
initiatives than in following up to see if anything
useful ever occurred’ (Office of Management and
Budget, 2001, p. 3).

Most academic commentaries on the success or
otherwise of the George W. Bush management
reforms seem to give them a mixed bill of health.
Performance budgeting and performance pay have
both been problematic (Gilmour and Lewis, 2006;
Perry et al., 2009; Riccucci and Thompson, 2008)
and the structural innovation of the Department of
Homeland Security is itself exceptionally difficult
to evaluate in terms of ‘results’. The Bush-era PART
process consumed enormous amounts of time and
attention, as almost every federal programme was

assessed. But outside the executive branch, it had
limited influence, and did not seem to alter appro-
priations decisions in Congress (Moynihan, 2008).
Efforts to institutionalize PART via legislation also
drew little support, and the Obama administration
showed little inclination to continue with the tool,
preferring instead to invite agencies to compete for
funds for evaluations that promise a clear impact.
Obama officials criticized PART as too broad in its
focus, failing to pay close enough attention to
important programmes. Obama’s first chief per-
formance officer also criticized the Bush adminis-
tration for generating a great deal of performance
information, but rarely using it, promising that the
Obama White House would actively use data to
manage agencies, and encourage agency leaders
to learn from data.

It is perhaps too early to assess theObamaadmin-
istration, although the president’s emphasis on
transparency and publicly available metrics may
make such assessments easier (and are, in them-
selves, evidence of implementation of the transpar-
ency goal). At the same time, the reliance on limited
and specific reform goals has kept expectations
muted, so that any progress may be regarded as a
success. In cutting waste, the White House pointed
to initial success, claiming that 60 per cent of pro-
posed cuts were accepted by Congress, which is
about three times the rate of success of previous
administrations. In the area of performance man-
agement, the long-run test will be whether agency
heads, and Congress, take seriously the perform-
ance goals they promise to achieve.

In conclusion we may note that, while all US
governments say they want more information
and better information, and while advances in
ICT make such progress possible, at the same time
‘All evidence is gamed’ (Kettl, 2016, p. 140).
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Key events: United States

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

1980–5 1980–8 Reagan presidency (Republican) 1981 Council on Integrity and Efficiency
1982 Council on Management and

Administration
1984 Council of Management

Improvement
1985 President’s Productivity Program—

aimed to increase agency productivity
by 20% by 1992

1983–8 Number of separate federal
payroll systems reduced from 132
to 53

1982 Launch of Reform 88
1982 President’s Private Sector Survey on

Cost Control (the ‘Grace
Commission’). Produced many reports
and recommendations, but frequently
not implemented.

1984–8 Number of separate financial
systems reduced from 370 to 253

1986–90 1988–92 George H.W. Bush presidency
(Republican)

1989 Management by Objectives system
allows White House to monitor key
programmes. Discontinued in 1991.

1995 Government-wide electronic
contracting system

1990 Federal Employees Pay
Comparability Act

1991–5 1992–2000 Clinton presidency
(Democrat)

1992 National Performance Review (NPR)
announced as a headline reform
programme

1993 Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA)

1994 Federal Workforce Restructuring
Act cuts federal workforce by 272,000
full-time equivalents

1991 Chief Financial Officers Act
1991 Office of Federal Financial

Management set up within OMB

1996–2000 2000–8 G.W. Bush presidency
(Republican)

1996 Information Technology
Management Act: created a Chief
Information Officer for each agency

2001–5 2001 9/11 terrorist attack on New York
and Washington

2001 G.W. Bush’s President’s
Management Agenda

2001 Launch of Results.gov, a web portal
for the President’s Management
Agenda

2002 Introduction of Programme
Assessment Rating Tool (PART)

2002 Homeland Security legislation
includes provisions permitting the
secretary to relax the usual personnel
regulations

2004 OMB and the Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) set out the rules
for a new performance-related pay

Having inherited a fairly sound fiscal
position from the Clinton presidency,
the G.W. Bush presidency oversaw an
increasing deficit, thanks to increased
military expenditure and tax cuts for
the wealthy

(continued )



Continued

Period General Organization Personnel Finance

2002 Creation of Department of
Homeland Security, which fused 22
previous departments and agencies,
and is focused on preventing further
terrorist attacks

2007 President G.W. Bush issues an
Executive Order requiring all agencies
to appoint performance improvement
officers

system for senior executives (see Perry
et al., 2009)

2004 NSPS (National Security Personnel
System) introduces pay for
performance elements for
Department of Defense employees,
replacing the General Schedule

2006–10 2008 Global economic crisis
2008–16 Obama presidency (Democrat)
2010 Dodd–Frank Consumer Protection

Act creates Financial Stability
Oversight Council, extending
government power into the financial
sector as response to financial crisis

2010 Government Performance and
Results Modernization Act

2010 The Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act passes (PPACA/
Obamacare), extending government
power into the privatized health
insurance sector

Initial White House emphasis on
performance management,
transparency, and citizen
engagement, but no ‘headline’
programme for public management.

Obama administration quietly ‘weaves’
performance improvement into
administration (Kamensky, 2011).

Obama administration introduces
‘Transparent Performance
Management’, increasing focus on
quality and transparency of public
service (Kamensky, 2010)

2010 Defense Authorization Act
effectively repeals NSPS in the
Department of Defense (DoD),
bringing DoD employees back under
the General Schedule.

2010 17,500 out of 41,000 positions
from the security sector in-sourced

Federal deficit worsens dramatically with
onset of global economic crisis and
huge federal expenditures to prop up
financial institutions and US
car makers

2010–16 2012 Obama Re-elected as president
(Democrat)

2016 Trump elected president
(Republican)

2011 Budget: ‘Restoring Responsibility’
section froze pay for appointees and
reduced improper payments

2012 Budget: freezing of the Non-
Security Discretionary Funding for
5 years

2013 Debt ceiling crisis
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