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PREFACE TO THE FOURTH EDITION

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,



viii

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 the main 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 now much more 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.



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 etal., 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 some more 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
focusing more 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 EU Commission. 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



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



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 from management 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



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:

e 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)

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

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

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

e 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:

e What kind of answers should we be looking for—models and menus? (Section 1.12)
e What kinds of methods are used in comparative research? (Section 1.13)

e 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



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). One might 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 etal., 1996; Pollitt, 1993). This time the trend
was more 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



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 etal., 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



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



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 been many 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 etal., 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:

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

e 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;

e 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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Table 1.1 Three waves of reform thinking

Period Characteristics of dominant discourse

Mid-1960s to late Rational, hierarchical planning and cost-benefit analysis. Science and expertise will produce
1970s progress.

Late 1970s to late New Public Management. Business techniques to improve efficiency. Rise of ‘better management’
1990s 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.

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)
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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 etal., 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 etal., 2010; Jann
etal., 2006). And in Belgium the NPM ‘flavour’ has been quite weak (Brans and Honde-
ghem, 200S; 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 (Bezes, 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; Sundstrém, 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 Researching public management reforms

Stage Description Research?

Talk More and more people are talking and writing  Quick and cheap. Monitoring what people are talking and
about a particular idea (e.g. contracting out). writing about is fairly straightforward.

Decision  The authorities (governments, public boards, Again, quick and cheap. The public decisions of the
etc.) publicly decide to adopt a particular authorities can usually be located quite quickly (on the Net,
reform. often without leaving one’s desk).

Practice  Public sector organizations incorporate the Probably requires expensive and time-consuming fieldwork.
reform into their daily operational practices. This needs both funding and access.

Results The results (outcomes) of the activities of public  Final outcomes are frequently difficult (and expensive) to
agencies change as a result of the reform. 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

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
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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 etal.,, 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—but mainly
within the NPM paradigm in which members 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 critics might point out, policies exist without clear objectives, or
with contradictory objectives, or a particular problem is addressed by many different
policies, which are not well-coordinated and which carry with them conflicting approaches
to and conceptualizations of the original problem that is to be solved. Others would 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 reform policymaking without assuming that itis
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 etal., 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:

e 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 and made
into an executive agency. A new top management 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. But would that have happened anyway, even if the first and/
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or second steps in this process had been absent? What is it among all these changes which
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 and mean-
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 the UK 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 etal., 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
Releve (Bourgon, 1998), the Belgian ‘Copernicus’ model (Hondeghem and Depré, 2005),
and the German ‘slim state’ (Sachverstindigenrat ‘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 etal., 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 reform models 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 a move 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 to more 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
reform paradigms. In the NPM we have the original reaction against traditional bureaucracy

Table 1.3 Big models—big claims: the basics

Model Core claim Most common coordination Some key sources

mechanism

NPM To make government more Market-type mechanisms Hood, 1991; Lane, 2000,
efficient and ‘consumer- (MTMs); performance indicators, ~ Osborne and Gaebler, 1992;
responsive’ by injecting targets, competitive contracts, Pollitt, 1990, 2016a.
businesslike methods. quasi-markets.

NWS To modernize the traditional state  Authority exercised through a Dreschler and Kattel, 2008;
apparatus so that it becomes more  disciplined hierarchy of impartial ~ Lynn, 2008; Chapter 4 of this
professional, more efficient, and and professional officials. book.
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.

Networks To make government better Networks of interdependent Agranoff, 2007; Castells, 2010,
informed, more flexible, and less stakeholders, exchanging Klijn, 2005.
exclusive by working through information and resources.

‘self-organizing’ networks rather
than hierarchies and/or market
mechanisms.

Governance  To make government more Networks of and partnerships Pierre and Peters, 2000;

(of which effective and legitimate by between stakeholders. These Frederickson, 2005; Kaufmann

NPG is one including a wider range of social bring different skills and etal., 2009; Bellamy and

variant) actors in both policymaking and resources to address complex Palumbo, 2010; Osborne, 2010.

implementation. Some varieties of
governance explicitly rest on a
‘network approach’, and most of
them emphasize 'horizontality’
over vertical controls.

problems.
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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 the more 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 how much 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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Approach Advantages Disadvantages
Cheese- Sounds egalitarian (‘everyone must meet his share’).  Programme specialists may make politically very
slicing Ministers avoid directly choosing which programmes  unpopular choices. And/or they may make self-
will be most hurt. Detailed decisions delegated to interested choices which hurt effectiveness while
programme specialists who probably know what protecting service providers (themselves).
Ehey are; ?Olgg (and car|1 be bll'wan;tidl)lf their decisions May also incentivize budget holders to pad their
urn out to be unpopular or hurtiul). budgets so that there will be ‘fat’ to be cut next time
round.
Efficiency Sounds less threatening/more technical—'doing 1. Usually requires considerable innovation—
gains more with less’. So it may be claimed that savings organizational and technological changes which
can be made without too much pain. Also sounds may not work, or may not work for some time.
modern’ and manage.nal gnd may thus appeal 2. Probably will not yield enough by itself to correct
across party or ideological lines. ) ;
large fiscal imbalances.
Centralized  Looks more strategic and leaves politicians directly in - Ministers become visibly and directly responsible for
priority control. Enables the government to protect the most  painful choices. And, unless they consult carefully,
setting effective programmes (if they have reliable data on  they may make choices with consequences they do

effectiveness).

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

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 the moment we may simply note that fiscal
austerity has become, de facto, a guiding principle for public management reform. In many
countries the first and most common aim of reform has become that of saving budgetary
expenditures. This is likely to have a major impact on other approaches to reform, whether
they be NPM, NWS, or NPG.
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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 Lagreid, 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 coherent menus) 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, performance measurement may feature within an NPM
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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Figure 1.3 Plats and paradigms

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 broad models of reform have been in play, and second, within that, what menus 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 and management, 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.
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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
reform while 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;
Prime Minister and Minister 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 and methodological 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
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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, in most countries public management 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.



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; Konig, 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 been more ‘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.
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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 our model. 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 the model 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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Figure 2.1 A model of public management reform

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
plans may 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).
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There are three other general points to be made about the centrality of elite decision-
making in the model. 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 (4, 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 in more 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-a-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 fype 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
provision may 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 law makes 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 new management 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 (Bezes, 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 the main 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 focused media 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 so much 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 now move 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 of modest-sized ministries 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 a momentum 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 apply most 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 Figure2.1 boxes
L, M, and N represent this more dynamic aspect of the administrative system. These



43

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 somebody had said in 1993 that within 10 years the federal government would be 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 asked me
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 the minister of finance in a new, right-wing Danish government in the autumn
of 2002: ‘“The public sector must learn to think, act and be managed 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 and managerial rthetoric outrunning
measured achievement (for a long-term Swedish example, see Sundstrém, 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 etal., 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 (box N). These might, or might 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

We have now presented our model of the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of public management 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 from different 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 the model 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.



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 be misleading to think of politico-administrative systems as
some kind of unchanging bedrock, to which every reform must adapt itself or fail. In our
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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 they may 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 Ecole 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, and myths (Geertz, 1973; Hofstede, 2001). Cultures will
vary from country to country and, indeed, from one organization to another (Demmke
and Moilanen, 2010; Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 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 the main channels through which 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 2. Executive 3. Minister/ 4. Administrative 5. Diversity of policy advice
structure government mandarin culture
relations
Australia Federal; Majoritarian Separate; Public interest Mainly civil service until 1980s
coordinated mildly
politicized
Belgium Federal Consensual Politicized Rechtsstaat Mainly consultants and
(though universities
becoming
more
polarized)
Canada Federal Majoritarian Separate Public interest Mainly civil service; more
political advisers since ¢.2000
Finland Unitary; Consensual Separate; Used to be Mainly civil service
decentralized; fairly Rechtsstaat, but
fairly politicized now more plural
fragmented
France Unitary; Intermediate Integrated; Predominantly Mainly civil service; some
formerly fairly Rechtsstaat consultants since 2000
centralized; politicized
coordinated
Germany Federal; Intermediate Separate; Rechtsstaat Mainly civil service (plus a few
coordinated fairly academics)
politicized
Italy Unitary; Coalition Politicized Rechtsstaat A broad mixture
increasingly
decentralized
Netherlands  Unitary; fairly Consensual Separate; Originally very A broad mixture: civil servants,
fragmented fairly legalistic, but has academics, consultants, other
politicized changed to experts
pluralistic/
consensual
New Unitary; Majoritarian Separate; Public interest Mainly civil service
Zealand centralized; (until 1996) not
mildly politicized
fragmented
Sweden Unitary; Intermediate Separate; Originally legalistic, A broad mixture; corporatist
decentralized increasingly ~ but has changed to  processes bring in academic
politicized corporatist experts, business people, and
trade unions
UK Unitary; Majoritarian Separate; Public interest Mainly civil service until 1980s;
centralized; not recently think tanks,
coordinated politicized consultants, political advisers
USA Federal; Intermediate Separate; Public interest Very diverse; political
fragmented very appointees; corporations; think

politicized

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 etal., 2010; Christensen and
Leegreid, 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 Léinder. 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
Liinder have tended to grow in strength, and different Linder 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 % of general government employment

by central government, 2014 by central government, 2011
Australia 60.6 11.49
Belgium 222 16.17
Canada 242 12.89
Finland 27.2 22.92
France 34.0 45.18®
Germany 17.5 12.86©
Great Britain 75.4 50.77
Italy 33.0 55.28
Netherlands 30.9 23.43
New Zealand 88.7?% 89.13
Sweden 37.8 18.03®
United States 51.9% 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 the UK Treasury. In the USA the picture is complicated by the unusual strength of
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 form a strong ‘glue’ at the top of the system, the stateas a
whole has for some time been regarded as a ‘fragmented machine’ 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 in public management reform (Bezes, 2007). Germany is more fragmented still: ‘Instead
of having one single powerful actor or agency, possibly at the national level, that would take
thelead, and have the say in public sector reform issues, the German politico-administrative
system has a multitude of such arenas and actors’ (Schroter and Wollmann, 1997, p. 187; see
also Bach and Jann, 2010 and Kuhlmann and Wollmann, 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 with much 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 as we go along), the speed and severity of management reform have 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

Centralized
(unitary) New Zealand France Netherlands
A UK Italy
STATE :
STRUCTURE Sweden Finland
Intermediate
Australia Germany Belgium
Canada
M USA
Decentralized

(federal)

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 etal., 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
and De Vries suggest that the institutions of majoritarianism will 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 and Wollmann, 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 varying mixtures 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. (Schréter 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 Linder, 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 Linder’ (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 the main 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
and Moilanen, 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 we will see later, the reform programme
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 etal., 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 are made 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 ‘mormal 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’Etat 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:

[IJt 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. (Konig, 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, and many 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 now more 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
Second World War, 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 much more 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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Table 3.4 European administrative traditions

Examples (in bold if

Group in this book) Administrative tradition and structure

1. Continental France, Italy, Greece, Rule-of-law legalism. Strong state/society separation. Extensive

European- Portugal, Spain clientelism and party patronage in the southern subgroup. Unitary,

Napoleonic centralized, weak local government.

2. Continental Germany, Austria, Rule-of-law legalism. Weaker state/society separation. Public services

European-Federal Switzerland not so prominent as in 1—important roles for civil society associations.

Federal decentralized structure with strong local governments.

3. Nordic* Finland, Sweden, Rule of law. High transparency. Egalitarian—administration accessible to
Denmark, Norway 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 Czech Republic, Legacy of socialist cadre administration. Public servants often poorly

European Hungary, Poland regarded and poorly paid. Unitary, decentralized—strong local
governments (though weakened in Hungary since 2011).

6. South-Eastern Bulgaria, Romania Legacy of socialist cadre administration. Public servants often poorly

European 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

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:

e 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 and manifestation of inequality. For example, Hofstede tells a story of seeing



a Dutch prime minister 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).

e 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.

e 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:

e 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 etal., 2010, p. 281). This dimension does not have such a close relationship to
public management 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 any attempt by the state to regulate their pleasures. For example, one could guess that
New Zealand (75) or the USA (68) would be more likely to resist, say, firearms regulation or
anti-pornography laws than Germany (40) or Italy (30). But this is highly speculative.



65

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 why what appears to be a similar reform may 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- Uncertainty Individualism/ Masculinity/ Long-term Indulgence/

distance avoidance collectivism femininity orientation 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 22 49 79 58 33 75
Zealand
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 etal., 2010

Note: The cultural dimensions data collected by Hofstede etal. (2010) come from various sources. For the dimensions
‘individualism/collectivism’, ‘power-distance’, ‘masculinity/femininity’, and ‘uncertainty avoidance’, Hofstede etal. (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 etal. (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 Sevon, 1996; Smullen, 2010).

3.7 Sources of policy advice

The final aspect of the administrative system which we wish 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 take management advice from a wide range of sources—
from their own political parties, from their mandarins, from management 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 the World Bank and
the European Commission have been important (see, e.g., Andrews, 2013; Demmke and
Moilanen, 2010; Kaufmann etal., 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
from outside the public sector—will reach ministers’ ears in persuasive and influential forms.
Thus, for example, new management ideas (box F in Figure 2.1) will have an earlier and better
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 (Schroter 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. We would 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, so much 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 from within 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 (Rambell/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 is much more 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 to what in Table 3.1 is termed ‘Minister/mandarin relations’, we may 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:

e fixed spheres of competence;

¢ a defined hierarchy of offices;

e a clear distinction between the public and private roles (and property) of the officials;
e specialization and expertise as the basis for action;

e full-time, career appointments for officials; and

¢ management by the application of a developing set of rules, knowledge of which was 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
are much more 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 Linder 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 having moved closer to the Anglo-Saxon model, 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.



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 Chapter2 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
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Figure 4.1 The concept of a trajectory

(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 termed mimetic
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 action may be (organizational change is not something political
leaders are necessarily either trained for or even especially interested in). At this stage we may
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.
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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

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
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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 finance ministries 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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Figure 4.2 Extent of use of performance budgeting by central governments
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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 O = 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 an Operational 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.
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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 etal., 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 I'Etat’ (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
etal. (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, Blondal et al., 2008). Sweden intro-
duced a common activities structure with forty-eight policy categories (Kiichen 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 the most ‘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 much money 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



Table 4.2 Accounting trajectories

Combination of cash and

Full cash basis accrual basis Full accrual basis (*)
Australia X
Belgium X
Canada X
Finland X
France X
Germany
Netherlands X
New Zealand X
Sweden X
United Kingdom
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)

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.
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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 performance measurement, 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 in Whole 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 the whole 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 New Public 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 the WGA 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
etal. 2011; Pollitt et al., 1999).
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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

[TIhe 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’



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.

e Belgium: 1994 new civil service statute; 1997 introduction of a personnel appraisal
system; 2000 Copernicus reform plan, including many aspects of personnel management.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

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

e [taly: 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.

e 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.

e 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).



89

e 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.

The global economic crisis of 2008 ushered in hard times for many civil servants in many 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 etal., 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 (Demmbke
and Moilanen, 2010, pp. 3-4):

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

e 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:

¢ atenured, 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);

e promoted principally in relation to qualifications and seniority;

e 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 ‘[Flrom 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.

45.2 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. (Prime Minister etal., 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 etal., 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 etal., 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 who will 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
etal., 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—Ilegally, 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 uniform merit 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 etal., 1996, p. 1)

Despite much debate during the 1980s and 1990s, no comprehensive reform was 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 etal., 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 also means 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 Rechtsstaat model 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
Bla and/or B1lb 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 USA means 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 or magistrates (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
the more 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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(PS as directly
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/\
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elected masters of the

B2b: Direct
b: Directed day)

(PS as directable
at will)

/\

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.

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?

e Coordination—by what means should coordination across different functions, levels,
and sectors be achieved?
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¢ Centralization/decentralization—what functions should be centralized/decentralized,
and to what degree?

e 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 (Rambgll/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 pendulum may 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 etal., 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-
abilité were 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 Financién, 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 (Rambgll/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
made more 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
(Lénder) 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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Table 4.3 Strategic choices in decentralization

Either Or

Political decentralization Administrative decentralization
Competitive decentralization Non-competitive decentralization
Internal decentralization External decentralization (devolution)

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 Second World Wat, at least by Franco-British standards (Kuhlmann
and Wollmann, 2014; Wollmann, 2001). Taking this into account, we can say that
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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 eatrlier.

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
1977 and 1997 the number of Commission staff grew by 104 per cent, with an increase of 150
per cent in the policymaking ‘A’ grades. However, it should be noted that the EU budget 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 the Commission has certainly not followed the NPM trend: it has specialized
only to alimited extent, created only weak forms of horizontal coordination, did not 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, we may 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 recent moves 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
Laegreid, 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 etal., 2006; Kettl and Kelman, 2007; Moynihan, 2008; Talbot, 2010; Van
Dooren etal., 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 were measured 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 etal.,
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)

These more 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 etal., 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
Angel Gurria 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 (Bezes, 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
etal., 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
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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 (Fol) 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 Fol 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 ‘transparency movement’ has made 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 Fol 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 Fol, 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 Fol 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 to meet 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;

e 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);

e 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 etal., 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
company were 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 Linder 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 (K6nig, 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 new Weberian 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 (Konig 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 directive manner 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—Ilies 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’:

e Maintain
e Modernize
e Marketize
e 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 the multiplicity 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 Chapter4 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. One might think of this as an essentially conservative strategy of maintaining
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 between managerial modernization (concentrating on management
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 emphases modernizing (managerial) and modernizing (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) one might see something of a north-south difference
in continental Europe, with the participatory modernizers tending to be more 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-a-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
etal., 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 (being mildest 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 not much 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 are moving 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 NPG model. 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 to mobilize 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—mnetworks 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 etal., 1996; Christensen and Lagreid,
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 much more 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

e 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.

e Reaffirmation of the role of administrative law—suitably modernized—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.

e 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

e 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.

e 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 