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This thesis examines the issue of democratic control of
bureaucracies. The hypothesis is that the attitudes of
bureaucrats in the United States about political control of
bureaucracies described by Judith Gruber are not shared by
their Canadian counterparts.

policy. It examines concepts and argquments as well as several
cases of bureaucratic ineubordination. It focuses on the
concrete realities of the interactions betwsen bureaucrats on
the one hand and politicians and citizens on the other. What
emerges is that bureaucracies sometimes evade political
direction when it is in their interests to do so.

The public servants surveyed as part of the research for this
thesis sav political control as appropriate in setting the
general agendas of government, but not as extending to
administrative or operational matters. They did not support
the notion of direct public participation in govermment, or
they approved of it with reservations. They also sav the
politician’s primary role as being to help his or her
constituents. A majority believed that politicians do act in
the public interest, or attempt to do so most of the time. A
similar majority believed that the average citiszen lacks the
knowledge necessary to meke informed decisions with respect to
public policy. MNost asserted that they have a significant
influence on the development of public policy. Virtually all



The survey results do not support the hyp - vancad.
Canadian and American administrators share wei. ' about the
role of the politician and citizen in govermment. The results
do, however, support the hypothesis i- ~c1me of their
differing views about their own role in pebi. policy
development and in the capacity of polit: ir- to serve the
public good.

The thesis recosmends that the role of the bureaucracy in
public policy-making be clarified, including functions,
accountabilities, and protections. It also suggests that
governments should change both legislation and administrative
practices to allow for greater public participation in
government. Finally, it calls for politicians and citizens to
appeal to the commitment to serving the public exposed in the
survey.
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Pemocratic Coatrol and Bureauwcratic Power:
the Isswe



A. Introductioa

This thesis examines the gquestion of democratic control of
bureaucracies. The hypothesis I advance is that the attitudes
of bureaucrats in the United States about Societal and direct
political control of their activities described by Judith
Gruber' are not shared by their Cansdian counterparts. 1In
other words, Canadian public servants are more ready to accept
political and societal control than are American buresucrats.

In preparing this thesis I have reviewed a selection of
relevant literature and conducted a survey of twenty-five
public servants in Alberta, all of whom have occupied
positions of inflwence in the formulation of public policy,
either as adninistrative decision makers in their own right or
as senior advisors to others who were. Included in the survey
were representatives from the federsl, provisecial, and
municipal levels of govermment. A capy of the gquestiomnaire
used in this survey is attached as Appendix A to this
document .

This thesis focuses on the interaction between politiciane and
citisens on the one hand and buresucrats on the other.
Related isswes vill mot be ocomsidered. Por exasple, this
bureswcracy; moz will it deal wvith matters iavolviag
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Furthermozre, this essay is not an exercise in what is often
called “"bureaucrat bashing." Mor is it my eole purpose to
disparage bureaucracies as institutions or to castigate the
behaviour of bureaucrats individually or collectively. The
literature is already rich enough with ocritiques of
bureaucracy as an institution without my adding to it.” 1In
addition, more than forty years experience as a public servant
with all three levels of government in Canada has convinced me
that most public servants genuinely want to serve well both
their political masters and the public.

On the other hand, I acknowledge that bureaucracies and public
servants are videly perceived as being both ineffective and
sinister. And that view, while perhape widely held in Canada
today, i» certainly not new. PFor instamce, writing more than
a century ago, Walter Bagehot said that: “It is an inevitable
defect, that bureaucrats will care more for routime thaa for
resultss...."" Stripped of the idiom of his time, that
seatiment echoes curreat opinion of the ineffectiveasss of
bureaucracies. Nummel’s dictum that “imstitutions have mow
beea provea not to be buman,...."* represents the motion that
bureaucracies are socmshow sinister. Pfister is evea more
specific in dencuncing wvhat he perceives as the perfidy of the
Freach bureascracy wheh he says: "Bt pourtast, la clasee
politique frangaise est moin corrompue qu’ca ne 10 Emrmmre et
1’sdministzation plus qu’on ne le croit."* Aad Ritchell and
Soott, mrhln.mm&hthﬂol.ﬁtm
consider be ts to be “’daceptive,’ ‘disingensces,’
‘vasteful,’ 'ﬁﬁhi. ‘patarmalistic’ amd ‘oresy.”® Per
Canads, Sussman tells we that the public belisves that sivil
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working, and the acknowledgement that a significant number of
Canadians think otherwvise, form part of the intellectual
perespective that I bring to this exercise.

In this chapter, I shall begin with a brief exploration ot why
the issue of democratic control of bureaucracy ie important.
That will be followed by a brief definition of democratic
control of bureaucracies, a short review of Gruber’s analysis
of demooratic control of bureaucraclies, and an explanation of
the methodology adopted for my survey of public servaate in
Alberta. Chapter T™wo will examine the issue of democratic
control of bureaucracy from two broad perspectives: the first
will explore concepts and arguments; the second will consider
particular cases of contention between politicians and
bureaucrats. Chapter Three will explore in detail Gruber’s
findings about demooratic ocoatrol of bureaucracies. Chapter
four will outline the results of the survey of Canadian public
sesxvants oa the same topic. Chapter Pive will comsist of
ocbeezvations and conclusions drawvn from both the literature

8. The Inpectanse of Bamseratic Ceatrel of Bur

There aAre many reasons vhy the issue of demceratic ooatrol of
bureascracy is important. Oms is that the state has bescome,
os Danting has noted, "The Nodera Leviathan.*' That is, ite
roles and responeibilities, drivea to soms exteat by the
emscgence of the welfare state, have muitiplied msayfeld since
iﬁﬂﬁr!l. This has eatalled a far grester direct
ﬂﬁﬁiﬁtﬁhﬁrm mm.cﬁ
isstanse, that there vere mece regulatecy etatutes paseed by



pr-v.lﬁu- thra decades and that a third of all pravlnehl
regulatory statutes in 19780 were enacted after 1960." This
means that the bureaucracy, as the implementation arm of the
state, has acquired a far greater importance than it had in
the sarlier years of the country’s existence, both in terms of
ite greater impact upon the lives of individual citizens and
oan the machinery of government as a whole. As Cairns has
noted:

Any prime minister in an established political

Iy-t;---.lin atop a pyramid of the pol .lﬂ.hi of
Plt.ui:yj, the Qﬁlnhtraum of which is

relat rvious to his or her role as chief
exscutive oﬂ cer of the modern state.??

Other E_nﬁegﬂ. such as nrmm and lhﬁl.“ have n!qﬁid

in mtﬁnt. glm th ;hogsgn;lg 9! ,bu:u,nnut..ig dgah.lenl
which imspect directly or indirectly upon the life of every
citisen. It is true that governments at all levels and of all
political persuasions have undertaken a number of deregulation
meht;ﬁ- in recent years. The deregulation of the air
transport indestry in Canada is a case in point. This may

have -u-vum the prchl.- somewvhat but gﬂﬁfﬁiﬁt nﬂiﬁu

luh-u L&nl;u) are still mjm to vL:tngLLg ;gomtnb;-
thickets of regulations. And in those cases where regulatory
funotione are priveivised in eome way, (Albexta’s decisiom to
peivatise its motor licessing branch comes to mind), the oaly
signiticent differeuce vill be that these functiocas will thea
be discharged by a private bureascracy instead of a public

Ammmnmmﬁumm



reform of our administrative institutions. This drive for
change is fuelled by a number of factors. As Mascarenhas
argues, the pressure for reform comes in large measure as part
of a world-wide drive for greater efficiency and for ensuring
that public institutions become more responsive to politically
elected officials.!’ A second but perhaps less noticeable
reason is to be found in the changes generated by technology,
particularly the advent of the micro-chip, which radically
altered the manner in which most work, including bureaucratic
work, is done. This has transformed the organization of work
from @ hierarchical style dependent on close control to
techniques which stress individual initiative. It has also
spawned what may be called the entrepreneurial government
movement described by Osborne and Gaebler.!!

In addition, pressure has come from individual citizens as
well as from institutions such as business, labour, or
interest groups to make government more open and responsive.
S8ince, as Gruber has noted, that for most citisens dealing
with government means bargaining with bureaucrats,'' any move
for more open and responsive government must involve the
public servants in a significant way. Pailing to do so may
generate the kind of bureaucratic backlash experienced by the
Alberta government.!* Such clashes are not without their costs
to the public. This is not, of course, to argue that duly
elected politicians should not goverm, but only to suggest
that public bureaucracies have, as Gruber asserts,” the
resources to resist, and in some cases to thwart, what they
pezoeive as attacks by politicians upoa their institutioms.

Bureaucrats are an integral part of the issuwe of democratic
control of bureaucracy for a variety of reasoms. Pirst, they
are the ones most affected by eny comtrol regime and, as
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individuale caught up in the system, have the most vital stake
in the issue. Second, bureaucrats are the ones who make the
day-to-day decisions that give effect to political initiatives
and are thus an integral part of the process of governance.
Thirdly, as Peters indicates, bureaucracies are not simply
administrative structures but the holders and propagators of
social values and can often "essentially determine policy.""
He adds thit. since buriiucr’naioc are often th- :-pn:itorici Qf

thrutini those viliiu.“ And Hully, as me-: has not.d.—
"All strategies for controlling bureaucracies are dependent to
soms extent on the acquiescence of the bureaucrats involved.""

Generally speaking, society controls bureaucracy in two ways.
In the first case, citizens elect politicians to govern, and,
thus legitimised, the politicians in turn direct the
bureaucracy. This subordination of the bureaucracy to the
political arm of the state is the principle upon which the
Institute of Public Administration of Canada exhorts itse
msembers in particular, and public servants in general, to give
their primary loyalty to "their political superiors."™ And,
in Galbraith’s memorable phrase, it is the ‘conventional
visdom’? upon which most Canadians agree that the relationship
between politicians and public servants ocught to be grounded.
m- n-y upl.g;n why the fqd-nl. mmt'- M

- j i,,,nﬂ.ﬂn of th ci.v.l.‘l. n:vi.ﬁ) stresses mt 'th 111
.I.i said and dome...in our system ministers are elected to
decide whereas officlals are appointed to administer aad
advise.*®

The second case involves a somevhat less formal process. Bere
individual citiseans influemce bureaucratic decisioms through



personal interactions with particular bureaucrats, sometimes
as members of advisory boards or other formal structures, but
more often by informing public servants of their personal
views, needs, or preferences. Despite its diffuse nature,
this kind of interaction is a form of control? and can
influence bureaucratic behaviour in some instances.

To the average citizen, control of bureaucracy is not an
abstract thing but rather centres on particular and individual
concerns. For example, the individual Canadian will aek
questions such as: Why is my Unemployment Insurance cheque
late? Why can’t I sponsor my uncle as a landed immigrant?
Or, why am I not eligible for the Old Age Assistance
Supplemental Allowance? These brief and anecdotal examples
drawn from instances in my own experience as a pudblic servant
suggest that in the minds of citisens control is often
associated with public service responsiveness. That is, the
average individual 4is not interested in controlling
bureaucracies per se. HNe or she just wants to be served in a
timely manner in ways they understand. This perspective is
supported by Greene, who notes that oitisen-bureaucrat
encounters are "primarily concerned with epecific problems
rather than with policy issues....[and are)...instrumental
acts directed at narrow, short-range goals."*

Cc. Demscratic Coatreol befined

Por the purposes of this essay, I shall, like Gruber,” use the
term ocoatrol to mean a curb or restraiant impoesed on
bureawcrates by either citizems or politiciams. Ia a more
restzicted sense, I shall also use the term to mean the power
or authority of politicians to regulate the behaviour of



public officials. 1In addition, I shall, like Gruber,?' assume
that control involves more than the congruence of views or
interests between the public and its elected representatives
on the one hand, and individual bureaucrats or bureaucratic
agencies on the other. Like her, I begin with the premise
that democratic control of bureaucracy involves its imposition
by the individual or his or her elected representative.’’ This
means the direct intervention by duly elected politicians with
a legitimate right of intervention in the activities of those
bureaucracies, or direct citiszsen-bureaucrat interaction which
results in changes in bureaucratic action. To sum up, I take
the position that control is essentially the ability of either
a politician or a citizen to alter the behaviour of a
bureaucrat wvho may not particularly wish to do what either may

want him or her to do.

Here 1 want to distinguish between political control and
political direction. Like Gruber, I assume that control means
something beyond the congruence of views between the citisens
and their elected representatives on the one hand and
bureaucrats or bureaucratic agencies on the other.” Ny
approach centres arocund the guestion of what needs to be done
in the event that bureaucrats (through neglect or
insubordination) do not ocarry out the wishes of their
political superiors. The issue of control, as I have defined
it, ocomes into play oaly in cases wvhere the bureaucrecy
refuses or wilfully meglects to carry ocut the legitimate
wishes of political actors and doess not apply othervise.
Political ocoatrol is mot the same as political direction. 1In
the case of political oontrol, sanctions are not oaly
appropriate but secessary. Othervwise, mo social ocomtrol of
buresucratic institutioms is possible. Where political
direction is involved, sanctioms are both inappropriate and
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unnecessary . Let me illustrate with an example which
arguably demonstrates that despite clear direction, there is
a lack of political control, or at best only very weak
control, over the operations of a public agency. 1In this
case, the Edmonton City Council rejected an alderman’s call
for disciplinary action against all building inspectors and

by the city’s Auditor General.’” Here the political direction
exists by virtue of the Council’s by-laws and building codes.
I would argue that in this instance adequate political control
is lacking, since Council, for whatever reason, chose not to
impose sanctions in a case where, if media reports are
accurate, a gross dereliction of duty took place.

D. Gruber’s Amalysis

I have chosen Gruber’s analysis of the issue of democratic
control of bureaucracy as the backdrop for this thesis because
it focuses directly on the concrete realities of the control
interactions between bureaucrats on the one hand and
politicians and cicizens on the other. I shall explore
Gruber’s views in detall in Chapter Three; in this chapter 1
shall content myself with a brief summary of her views.

Gruber’s analysis is based on interviews with thirty-mine
manicipal administrators im a city of roughly 125,000
population in the sortheast United States. In comnducting her
intezrviews she spoke with semior decision-meakers im both
oentral office and f£ield operatiomal units. These were pecple
who (according to her) had respomeibility and authority; who
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implemented them when approved by political officials; and
who, as she put it, made policy.¥

Gruber contends that a political decision is of itself seldom
enough to ensure bureaucratic compliance” and adds that
democratic control of bureaucracies involves the imposition of
controls by either citizens or their elected representatives.
She also argues that congruence between the wishes of citisens
or their elected representatives and the actions of
bureaucrats does not in itself constitute control, even though
the actions or decisions of bureaucrats are, in fact,
competent, professional, and otherwise satisfactory to both
citizen and politician.” She also notes that the kinds of
control that should be placed on public bureaucracies depends
to a large extent on whether one views government as a means
of achieving substantive ends or of protecting individual
liberties. If it is the former, the controls should be on the
substance of bureaucratic decisions; if the latter is true,
procedural controls are appropriate.”

Bver the pragmatist, Gruber argues that there are coets
associated with controlling bureaucracies. She identifies two
kinds of such coets: effectivenmess costs and enforcemsnt
costs. She says that effectiveness costs arise vhen the
imposed controls prevent or undermine the bursaucrat’s ability
to do his or her job and that enforcement costs result from
efforts to guarantes bureaucratic ocompliance with political
direstion.” Gruber aleo motes that controls acceptable to
bureaucrats are more likely to sucoeed” and that procedural
coatrols are much more easily enforoed than substantive oase .
Gruber reminds us that bureaucrats do have power sad rescurces
and will use them to block coatrol efforts by politicians and
citisens that threatea their institutions or which they do mot
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approve of." B8he concludes that bureaucrats do not normally
see themselves as part of the process of governance but rather
as people doing a job® and that the majority of her
respondents advocated either a limited role for the public in
government or no role at all.” Gruber also says that the kind
of policy area in which bureaucrats operate will dictate to
some extent what kinds of control mechanisms are most likely
to succeed.* Based on her study, Gruber suggests an exchange
model as the most effective way for ensuring democratic
control of bureaucracies.® What this involves is a reciprocal
transaction in which bureaucrats accept some measure of
political or citiszen control in return for the autonomy and
resources they believe they need for the proper discharge of
their administrative and operational responsibilities to the
public.*

B. Survey Methodology

I turn now to a short explanation of the methodology employed
in preparing and conducting the survey which forms an integral
part of this exercise. The interviews which nourished the

January to early June in 1993, In all, tweaty-five
individuals participated in the survey. Seventeea are or were
employed by the Alberta Goverament. Another six are employees
of the federal governmeat. The remsining two are esployed at
the minicipal level. Of the tweaty-five, thirteen are femsle
and twelve are male. Nineteen of the respondeats were
to imdividuals, although the respondeats themselves did sot
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either support other government departments or agencies or
which deal with other public bodies of one kind or another.

In selecting individuals to interview I looked for persons who
held positions at the senior manager or director level, or
equivalent. The survey did not include deputy ministers or
assistant deputy ministers for two reasons. The first is that
more has been written about the interaction between
politicians and deputy ministers, assistant deputy ministers,
or positions of equivalent rank and I judged that it would be
more interesting to seek the views of individuals ocoupying
another administrative stratum on this question.*’ The second
has to do with the nature of the policy development and
implementation process itself. Given the nature and
complexity of the role of the state in Canadian society, most
policy decisions are grounded, at least in part, in a matrix
of data. I chose as my respondents individuals whoee
responsibilities include the analysis and evaluation of such
data and the implementation of policy initiatives based on
this kind of informatiom.

I initiated the survey process with a telephone call to ask
for an interview. At this point, a number of individuals
declined. 1In other instances it was not poesible to find a
mutually coaveaient time for the iaterview. Those who
acoepted my imvitatioa were writtem to coafirm the date and
place of the interview. In that letter I outlined briefly
that my purpose was to solicit their views on the isswe of
democzatic comtrol of bureascracies and, at the reguest of
most, to guarantee them ancaymity. A ocopy of the text of that
letter is to be found in Appeadix B to this thesis.
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On average, the interviews lasted an hour. The shortest
lasted forty minutes and the longest just over two hours.
Identical questions were asked of each respondent. These
guestions were based on the questionnaire used by Gruber but
are not identical to hers. Indeed, one of the major
differences in our approaches is that she veiled her
intentions; I did not. In addition, her questionnaire
sought more perscnal information than did mine. This may well
result from the fact that she was engaged in an excursion of
discovery while my goal was to determine if her findinge with
respeat to the issue of democratic control of bureaucracies
could be established in a Canadian setting. This permitted me
s more pointed approach. Also, my questions were designed to
be as open-ended as possible in terms of the anewers
provided.

Finally, I recognisze that a sample size of twenty-five cannot
conclusively support or disprove any hypothesis; mor can it
generate conclusions which can be convincingly generalised to
a larger cosmos. It can, however, reveal tendencies or, as
Gruber suggesta, it can be useful in terms of hypothesis
generation.*
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A. Introduction

The control of public bureaucracies has interested many
observers. My concern involves questions like: How is the
state apparatus to be controlled? and, How do we give the
Prime Minister and other political leaders full control over
policy? 1In this chapter I shall examine the literature on
this tapie from two broad pzipiﬁtiﬁn the first will focus

:pa;ug cases of bumugr:t.h; in-m:dimtlam In t!ﬂ H.nt—
instance, I shall drav heavily on the Priedrich-Piner debates
of the early 1940‘s and on Putnam’s analysis of bureaucrats
and politicians as contending elites.

The Friedrich-Finer debate was waged against the backdrop of
what might be termed the traditional public authority view
that politicians decide and bureaucrats implement,’ or what
Petexrs bas called the formal model.’ Putnam’s analysis
oceatres on the differing motivations of buresuvcrats and
politicians.

Very briefly, UPFriedrich in effect argued for greater
bureaucratic sstomomy ia order to achieve efficiemcy in
goveramsat . llltﬂuﬂmphu T™he firet is that public
control of bureaucracies through political bodies is likely to
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be ineffective in terms of the greater public good. This is
because political solutions to social problems developed
without regard for what he called "...the sum of human
knowledge oconcerning the technical issues involved;...."’
would be irresponsible. In modern parlance, what he is
referring to is administrative efficiency or professional
competence (the realm of the bureaucrat). The second is his
contention that policy making and its execution are part of an
ineeparable process. Taken together, these views entail a
significant degree of bureaucratic autonomy. Priedrich did
not, it is true, advocate the total absence of political input
into public policy making. Indeed, he indicated that it would
be equally irresponsible to adopt a poliocy which was contrary
to what he called "popular sentiment."”* But my reading of his
work suggests that he gave this popular sentiment a lighter
weight in his argument than that of bureaucratic efficiency.
An even more forceful case for bureaucratic autonomy has been
advocated by Joseph Schumpeter.® All of this may, perhapse,
flow from NMapoleon Bonaparte’s notions about the role of the
bureaucracy in the process of governance.® What we see in the
foregoing examples is a modern variant of the ancient notion

is at least as old as Confucius and Plato and which he calls
*guardianship.”’

On the other hand, the case for stringent political coatrol of
bureaucracies was articulated by Pimezr, who stressed that
technically possible.® Piner also coanteads that where such
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public administration but argued that such technical expertise
needs political direction from both politicians and the
public.' In summary, his argument is essentially that in a
democratic society it is the citisen and the politician who
must decide on substantive policy initiatives, not the
adminjistrator, no matter how technically competent he or she

may be.

Putnam’s argument is grounded partly on Weber’s notion that
two classes of governors exist: professional administrators
and equally professional politicians,'’ and on his own premise
that they are contending elites for power in governmment.’ He
adds that, even though some public servants may simply want to
follow orders, this is largely a practical impossibility since
politicians generally lack the expertise, information, and
time to decide on all of the policy questions which ariee in
the modern state at any time.!’ This, he says, results in a
sharing of power between what he refers to as the two
“uncertain partners” in governance: the professional
bureaucrat and the professional politician.'*

Putnam notes that bureaucrats are attracted to govermment
particularly by the opportunity to use their knowledge and
professional skills to solve practical problems.’ On the
other hand, politicians are interested in influencing public
atfairs, helping the public or individual citiseas, amd
dealing directly vith pecple.” Thus, the bureauvcrat looks for
professional and intellectual returas; the politician, for the
exercise of power and the opportunity to help peocple. Be aleo
stresses that bureancrats focus on technical or administrative
vays to echieve ende which are ’‘precusptively shazed’ by
scciety as a whole, vhile politicians are more likely to take
sides bDetwesn oonflicting iaterests.” Be adds that
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bureaucrats are less likely than politicians to agree that
citizen participation in government is a good thing.!" His
view of the differences in the way in which bureaucrats and
politicians perceive policy issues can be summarized in his
statement that “"Politicians live in a world of political
pressures to be reconciled, while civil servants live in a
world of practical problems to be solved."!

The Priedrich-Piner and Putnam paradigms presented above
coincide with some points of Gruber’s analysis. Priedrich’s
position is to be found not in her own idess about democratic
control of government but rather in the replies of many of her
respondents, who sav themselves as guardians of the public
interest against the particularistic designe of politicians or
the special interests of citizens"®™ In that sense, Gruber’s
bureaucrats espoused Dahl‘s ‘guardianship’ notion, whether
they realiszed it or not. Finer’s arguments about the
‘mastership’ of the public finds a resonant echo in Gruber’s
declaration that a truly democratic political systea involves
control of the government by the governed’ and that genuine
democratic coatrol lies in its imposition by either the
citisens or their elected representatives.’ Putnam’s argument
that bureaucrats and politicians approach govermance from
different perspectives ocorresponds to some exteat with
Gruber’s notion that bureaucrats viev their role in govermmeat
in terms of "administrative matters, techaical services,"® and
program delivery, and mot as participaamts in the “political

prooess. "

I tarn now tO0 the views of a mumber of Canadien writers
regarding the coatrol of public buresucracies. Ia a Canadian
oontexnt, the comnoept of mimisterial reepomeibility forms the
bachdsop for muwch of the writing about ocoatrolliag public
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bureaucracies. Kernaghan and Siegel note that under this
notion a minister is responsible to Parliament for all that
goes on in his or her department and must resign in the event
of a serious error, including things done by departmental
officers without the knowledge or consent of the minister. In
addition, he or she must explain and defend the actions of his
or her subordinates before that body.’” Sutherland, however,
asserts that no Canadian Minister has ever been forced to
resign for errors by officials and adds that there is
evidence (based on her examination of the so-called Al-Mashat
Affair) that current federal government ministers often fail
to defend their bureaucratic subordinates.”

According to Sutherland,” the principle of ministerial
responsibility is intended to ensure that someone accountable
to the citiszsens through Parliament must answer for the
misdeeds of government agencies. 1In practice, the matter is
more complex. As Campbell and Szsablowski note, this principle

standards applicable in their department."” They add that
these internal standards are weak instruments at best, since
& superior camnot dismiss or demote an individual without
involving himself or herself in a lengthy and disagresable
adjudication process.” My own experience in the federal
public sezvice suggests that it can take up to eevea years to
diemise an employes who refuses to leave voluantarily and who
resorts to every avenue of appeal. 7o parody Thomas Bobbes,™
Conseguently, it is seldom weed. Campbell and Szsblowski do
indicate, however, that other kinds of less direct pemalties,
individuals to hesl.” The foregoing deals with the isewe of
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one individual’s refusal to act according to internal
instructions which have t'hiir a’riqini in palltj.éﬂ dirmti&n.

dopatt.uut: \Jh.tch !;::un lggil;j_ut; pgligiﬁll d;:ggtiﬁn or
evade it in some way. But both illustrate the weakening of
political control over public bureaucracies.

Part of the debate in Canada about controlling bureaucracies
centres around the extent of the power and influence actually
exercised by the public service. 1In other words, are the
public bureaucracies in Canada as powerful and influential as
they are sometimes made out to be? MNitchell Sharp, who has
been both a deputy minister and a cabinet minister at the
federal level, says that Canada‘s top public servants may
vield as much influence in policy development as ministers.”
In addition, Kernaghan asserts that public servants exercise
significant power in both policy formulation and policy
execution.™ Be adds that in many instances public servants
are either permitted or required to exercise considerable
judgment and discretion in the administration of public
policy. BNe further asserts that this is particularly true in
cases vhere the making or ntmnnnt of fmhum has been

is ub-dgl.oggt—gd bg the Cabinet or Iq an Lnu.vuul -Lnim:.

In addition, Gordon Osbaldeston, a former deputy minister and
Clerk of the Privy Council, iaforms us that federal depsty
ministezrs are givea ocertain financial authorities directly
(that is, mm-mimﬂ under the provisioas of the
] _Act,® and that wunder the

atation Aot nd@ty mlmrmlﬁmg-gd the
functions of & minister.”® This kind of delegation of
asthority is mot imcomsiderable ia its poteatial impect upos
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the citisen. Nor is it necessarily oconfined to deputy
iinljtifi. Por niiiph. thi iun;,iti: gf the former ﬁle’yﬁnt
umgcn h.l.; or hlt luthnz.!.ty to Lnu: an g:dg: to convene an
immigration enquiry, authorise an arrest warrant in the case
of an immigration enquiry or deportation order, or to approve
a Minister’s Permit to allow an individual to remain in Canada
for periods of up to a year.”

Bwlvﬁj. has noted that iith the ﬁifgim of gh-

gﬁt ngt. :mly as ;ﬂnntntgﬁ But as ::ta:n,n, gallqy
formulators, and regulators of the economy, amongst others,
and that this has accorded them a great deal of power.” 1In
a similar vein, Kernaghan and NoLeod suggest that there will
continue to be more rather than less governmental interveation
in the lives of individual citizens, as well as more rather
than less administrative (as opposed to political) influence
in the operation of govermment.”

Plasse, speaking from a later vantage point, asserts that
although the idea of a separation between politics and
administration and of the subordination of administratioa to
politics is widely held, what goes om in practioe largely
participate more actively ia the policy proocess than is
provided for ia the theory of bureaucratic seutrality. She
mmththﬁtmmthﬂtmm“nmm

politicians will have to be developed if reality is to square
with theosy.* Noseover, Deanett and NMacPhail infoem uws that



their ministers as the key agents in the policy development
process, particularly at the agenda-setting stage.*

I turn now to an account of the measures taken by two Prime
Ministers to ensure political control of the federal
government bureaucracy. Aucoin defines two approaches
involved in these initiatives, which he calls ‘rational
management’ and ‘brokerage politics.’ The first he applies to
the administration of Pierre Trudeau; the second, to Brian
Mulroney’s government.‘’ Be says that Trudeau believed that
the influence of the bureaucracy and the vested interests of
federal dip:rt.-nt: and :jfnahi had to be countered so that

geh-:-nn “ In a:llg: ta de t,h.h; 'l'mdun :;::; set up a
ministerial cosmittee system designed not only to allow
ministers more input into the policy process but aleo to
ensure that the collective influence of these committees would
better control both individual ministers and bureaucrate.*

The establishment of the ministerial committees perhape
dictated Trudeau’s second move, which was to streagthen and
enhance the role of the central agencies of government. This
Cabinet with independent analyses of departmeatal proposals,
80 that such submissions were both consisteant and co-ordinated
vith the govermmsat’s overall cbjectives.® Paradoxically,
miwmnlm“mﬂwmmrm
rigid formal processes, which in tura resulted ia oceatral
agency officials being more ecasily aeble to frustrate the
vishes of individual ministers than had been theretofoce the
case.” One is here reminded of Burns’ lines:
The best-laid schemes ©’ mice an’ sea
Gang aft agley,




An’ lea’e us nought but grief and pain,
Por promised joyi*

Aucoin suggests that Trudeau’s control initiatives reflected
his belief in, and reliance on, rationalist principles.®
Mulroney, on the other hand, was interested in the
accommodation of interests, and this led him to establish
measures to solicit outeide input into the policy development
process, instead of relying heavily on the bureaucracy, as
Trudeau had done.™ Mulroney firet centralised Order-in-
Council appointments in the Prime Ninister’s Officse, »so that
due consideration was given to the ideclogies and personal
loyalties of those being considered for such appointments.®:
Second, he attempted to strengthen the political element in
the governance equation by establishing the position of Chief
of Staff to assist ministers in the discharge of their duties,
and gave it sufficient rank and prestige to easure that these
officials ocould deal as equals with deputy ainisters.
Nowever, like Trudeau befoze him, Mulroney’s initiatives have,
as Campbell has noted “failed to redirect an uasympathetic
bureawcracy." "

Politicising the buresucracy, that is, appointing partisan
political individuals to positions of pover and reeponsibility
ia the bureaucracy has aleo been advocated as ome msans by
mm“mmum-mmm
'aneh;;;uu will isprove politicel oomtrel over
mcracies by: (1) enhancing the waity of purpose of the
mmmmmmm-.m;
(2) dissclving the bureancrecy’s admis ive and statatecy
:ummmm;nmtmummmmu




its implementation; (3) allowing for individuals sympathetic
to the governing party to acquire the requisite administrative
skills over time so as to better support that party‘s
interests and political initiatives; (4) permitting the
shakeup of bureaucracies hiding behind legislation and long
standing administrative practices; and (35) ensuring that
political initiatives will be actively supported by the
humﬂa'ualn j.n dnu.ngl vith thﬂ puhu.e.“ Dion addse,

gqut.hnl m:gpl. over the bg.:uuggq, -Lm Lnd;vi.dulg 80
selected may use the powers and authority thus granted them
for their own ends, including that of gaining automomy from
slected officials. In addition, such appointees may be unable
to break the resistance of the regular bursaucracy, who reeent
their intrusion. And finmally, such political appointess may
be co-opted by the very bureauvcracies they are appointed to
control and end up as defenders of those institutioms.™

Bas the Canadian govermmeant politicised its civil service? In
examining the effect on federal government deputy ministers of
a change in political administration is the period from 1867
to 1987, Bourgault and Dion found that changes im political
parties forming the goverameat had little effect on the tesure
of fedaral govermmsat deputy ministers.” Their evideace
suggests that in rowghly two thirde of the cases aa imcoming
political aedministration esimply moved existing deputy
ministers to posts of equivalent rank rathez thas terminsting
their employment, if they chose sot to lesve them ia place.™
agenciss, diplomatic posts, or special advisocy posts ia
oceatral ageacies.”
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In another study, Bourgault and Dion examined the record of
the firet Mulroney administration to determine what changes in
deputy ministers were made.” They conclude that Mulroney did
not politicise the position of deputy minister, although, like
his predecessors, he transferred many of them to other
postings.” They suggest that part of the reason for this is
that, even though Mulroney himself had threatened to root ocut
unavowed Liberals in the public service during the 1904
election campaign,*® the Clerk of the Privy Council, who
normally advises the Prime NMinister on the appointment of
deputy ministers, succeeded in retaining his influence over
this process in the majority of cases.’ The evidence put
forwazrd by Bourgault and Dion with respect to the non-
politiciszation of the federal public service does not hold in
all juriedictioms. Por imstance, Robert Normand tells us that
following his electoral victory Premier Devine sacked most of
Saskatchewan’s senior civil servents.” A more detailed
account of the Devine government ‘s motives and podus aparasdi
in this instance is provided by Nichelmann and Stesves.*

On the other hand, it is possible that a politicisation of the
federal public service may be taking place at a differeat
level and in a way that reduces xather than iacresasee
political oontrol over it. Besed om the evideace provided by
Bourgault and Dion, the semior federal buresucracy msy well
remain neutral and noa-partisaa. Bowever, a kiad of bottem~up
politicisation of the federal public service, promsted and
suppocted by public service wanioms, may threatea both its
political neutrality aad its acosptance of political
otill cliag to the primciple of the politicsl mswtrality of
the publis secvice ia Camada, but the froat-lime staff may
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because they believe that their interssts as public servants
are threatened by their political masters. I shall return to
this topic later in thie chapter.

The foregoing suggests that bureaucracies do indeed play a
significant and, as Campbell’s evidence suggests,* sometimes
a commanding role in the formulation of public policy in
Canada. The question then becomes: Should buresucracies have
that much power and influence? There are some in Canada who
argue that they indeed should. That coaviction, with
variations in detail, has been articulated by Baker* and
Ostry.* Baker, for instance, asserts that the public service
should be given the power mecessary to "fianfluence Casadian
society in positive directioms,....""" 1In a like vein, Ostry
talks about the need for an independent public service* and
argues that bureaucracies are useful as informed counterpoises
to popular demandes.” HNe adds that deputy miaisters are
respoasible (and have duties to) not oaly to their mimister
but also to Parliamsat, the law, and the country as a whole.™

o-thothrhli. mluymmtﬁuthmﬂ:

m. mm, gll pl.ulnl chgqgl l.f. L- an;m- that
goverameats depend mote and Rore upos experts to make public
policy decisions.” Be iadicates that legislatures have
gonerally feailed to specify well eacugh the terms uwader vhich
the state and its agencies axe permitted to intezveae ia the
affairs of the citisen™ and adds that parliaseatery delegation
to adninistrative agencies of the power to make rules has
ccnstimee been frighteningly extensive.” Be charges thet this
senady, be calls fer a continuces oversight provess ia osdes
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to ensure that there is effective public control over both
"...the means as well as the ends of the policy process.*™”

C. Casee and Exasples

Are there instances where bursaucracies exert what Weber
called ‘overtowering’™ influence on public policy vis-A-vis
politicisns? Do bureaucracies in fact resist control in the
menner suggested by Gruber? There is evidence to support
both views. For instance, Tucker and Siegler concluded after
an exhaustive study of school board administration in Oregon
that school superinteandents “either directly or indirectly
contzrul their echool boards’ agendas: only 4 percent of the
boards osurveyed exercised independent agenda-setting
authority.*"” Data om the rxeceptivity of municipsl
edministrators to direction from elected officials suggests
that these administrators do in fact exercise a large msasure
of control over what Greene calls “service delivery decisions*
and are not much influenced by the views of either politicians
or citisems.™

A striking example of suocessful bureawcratic iasubozrdisation
on a large scale is provided by Wood,™ who desoribes how the
ovaded & nunber of Reaganr administration attempts to change
the agenoy’s practices during the early 1980‘s. Wood notes

its mandate,” the EFA "busched the admiaistration and uwsed ite
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pollution sources"" the very thing that the Reagan White House
vas attempting to reduce. He also notes that the BPA was only
brought to heel when President Reagan persuaded Congress to
cut the agency’s budget but that all of the appointments,
recrganizatinns, and personnel changes made by Reagan or his
appointees to the agency had little appreciable effect on ite
conduct.” This example confirms not only Gruber’s assertion
that bureaucrats have their own interests as well as
considerable resources to resist control which conflicts with
those interests® but also Peters’ argument that bureaucracies
will resist political efforts to destroy or limit their
organiszation.*

Bven if one disagrees with Reagan’s actions in this instance,
the evidence indicates that the buresucracy involved
successfully resisted political direction. In this particular
case, it may be argued that the defiance of political
authority was beneficial in that it may have protected the
environment from possible damege. But if one accepts the
principle that public bureaucracies can legitimately resist
political direction, what guarantees are there that in other
cases the same kind of bureaucratic insubordimation would be
beneficial?

I turn now to an account of a number ef Canadian examples of

bureawcratic iasubordimation. One of the more widely
referred-to cases (it did, after all, provoke a chiding from

Mitohell 8Sharp)® 4is Plozra NecDomald’s acocount of bher
experiences as Niaistar of Extermal Affairs ia the Clark
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ministerial attention to outside advice®™ and of creating their
own *"Civil service policy=-...."" She also charges that
senior civil servants ‘entrap’ ministers by failing to give
them time to properly assess policy options, generating
confusing reports and memoranda, and proposing one-dimensional
options for ministerial consideration.”™

Lloyd Axworthy is another former federal cabinet minister who
has complained that the public eservice is unresponsive to
policy initiatives which it perceives as not in {its
interests.” Ne asserts that as Minister of Transport he had

to devise ways to break the civil service’s monopoly on
information and to generate enough public debate on
transportation iesues s0 as to create a public demand for the

kind of change he wished to introduce, which was being
resisted by the bureaucrate in the Transport department and by
their allies, the major airlines.” Another of Axworthy'’s
responses was to create a policy unit in his own office.

While MacDonald‘s views could be said to be coloured by the
general mistrust of the federal bureaucracy which the
Progressive Conservatives brought into government, the same
cannot be said for the Liberal Lloyd Axworthy. In a much
later expression of the same sentimeat, Paul Dick, Ninister of
Supply and Services in the Mulroney aduinistration, complained
early im 1992 that bureawcratic resistance was jeopardising
his efforts to “"opea uwp” the fedaral goverameat’s teadering
prooess. In fact, he wveat s0 far as to aocuse seaior
buresucrats in his departmsat of plottiag to “hijack and bury”
his iaitiative if he were not vigilant ia its defemse."™

In additioan, there is some evideace that the feder-t
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initiatives of at least two prime ministers. Campbell notes
that Finance officials resisted efforts by Prime Minister
Trudeau to establish a guaranteed annual income program
administered through the tax system, even though the Prime
Minister considered it a priority and appointed Marc Lalonde,
one of his most trusted and able cabinet ministers, to the
Bealth and Welfare portfolio in order to see this
accomplished.’ Campbell also says that the same bureaucracy
derailed the efforts of Prime Minister Joe Clark to establish
a tax deductibility program for home owners, even though Nr.
Clark himself intervened personally to have it implemented.’
Thie ﬁithm was mlhhﬂ t.htmgh tln pﬂpifgtlgn af an

nnuui-d_ any q,n;u hc- owners mld hnvc ngdg nnd-: t;!nj.:
initiative. As Campbell puts it "Pinance proved itself most
immune to political initiatives that deviated sharply from ite
economic viewpointse.**

Public servants in every order of government in Canada now
have what may be called true unions, with collective
bargaining rights over most working conditions enshrined in
lawv. This means that most public servants now have rights
protected by law with respect to most employment conditioms,
guarded by organiszations with both the legal right aad the
inclination to challenge governments vhen they believe that
the iaterests of their mesmberships are threatensd. Thie has
altered the nature of the relationships between bureascrats
lﬂpnehhnhﬁyim-ymhtﬂuy

mmmnxmmmmm-immn
controlling their departmental staff. The net effect here is
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to dissolve one of the most important ingredients in the
application of any control: the imposition of sanctions.

How have these new rules worked in practice? Certainly public
sexrvice unions have not been reluctant to challenge elected
leaders. Consider the case of the unionized public servants
wvho process unesployment insurance claims. Those who
disagreed with the Mulroney administration’s decision to make
it more difficult for individuals to qualify for unemployment
insurance benefits, prepared a booklet designed to help pecple
evade the new regulations.’” A union official stated that this
wvas a way for these public servants to dissociate themeelves
from government legislation.” 1In a public demonstration
organized by the union in Bdmonton some time later, a union
spokesman said, "We like to remind the unemployed that we are
not the makers of the law. That we are here to implement it.
We do not believe in a lot of the policies."” The foregoing
examples indicates that the federal government has to some
extent lost control of its bureaucracy. As Thompeon and
Svimmer have noted in a different context, “"Decisions once
taken solely by managers or legislative bodies are now subject
to the negotiating process and to public scrutiny of the
collective bargaining process.*'*™

The above-msnticned examples suggest that the existence of a
neutral public service prepared to serve political masters of
vhatever partisan perseasion is possibly a fiction, at least
for some of the more militanmt federal public servamte. Por
example, Daryl Bean, Presideat of the Public Service Alliance
of Casads, vowed publicly to get even with the ruling
Progressive Comservative Party in retaliation for tederal
goverameat cutbacks in public service employment, and for
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ending a country-wide strike by federal public servants with
back-to-work legislation.!®

the problem is not limited to that level of government. Por
instance, police officers in the metropolitan Toronto area

These examples feature the federal government’s dilemma. But

ribbons and baseball caps instead of their regulation uniforme
and refusing to enforce parking violations, then staged a
noisy protest in Queen‘’s Park when those actions failed to get
the Ontario government to rescind a number of regulations the
police objected to.!¥

There is, however, another view. For instance, Panitch and
Svart: argue that both federal and provincial goveraments in
Canada have increasingly resorted to what they term "ad hoc®
back-to work legislation to restrict the bargaining power of
unions, often overriding their own labour legislation im the
process.'*” They note that in the period from 1950 to 1978 the
federal government resorted to such mesasures fourteen times
and a number of provincial governments thirty-three times.'*
In addition, they note that both orders of goveramment
designated certain job classifications as essential services
and thus mot able to strike to enforce their demands.'™ In
addition, Thompson and Swimmer note that “public reactioa to
strikes by public sector employees...(has beea) almost
uniformly negative.'®

measures to coatrol the behaviour of public servamts. Por
instance, the Alberta Uniom of Public Service Esployees has
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departwental employees who disagree with the government’s
policies.’’ Moreover, MNr. Cardinal is reported to have said
that he "will not tolerate employees of the department
criticising their employer.!* This illustrates the power of
the political element in the equation of governance. And it
is no doubt true that the downeising and privatisation
initiatives taken by qovernments with political ideologies as
disparate as those of the Rae administration or the Klein
government have reduced the influence of unions, and by
extension, that of the individual public servants who comprise
their membership. But it is equally true that, because they
control the information upon which modern governments operate
and eince they oversee the implementation of all public
policy, public servants retain an enormous influence over the
process of governance in Canada.

The concepts put forward by Piner, Priedrich, Gruber,
Niskanen, and Putnam and the examples I have provided suggest
that governance in Canada (and elsevhere) is not a
straightforwvard case of politicians making decisioms, with
bureaucrats simply executing thoee decisions. They tend to
show instead that bureaucracies are centres of power in their
own right. In addition, they show that the roles and
functioms of both bureaucrats and politicians are indissolubly
linked in the process of governamce. The politiciaam aoguires
his or her legitimecy to rule through the electoral process
and is legally the master. But it is a mastership that
depeads on the technical and administrative expertises of the
bureaucrat, vithout which the machinery of govermmeat cammot
function. As Gruber notes, "We meed their (the bureaucrats’)
substantive experience and their wadivided atteatioam to
conduct the busimess of goveramesat."™
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A. Iatroductioa

in Chapter Two I examined the issue of democratic control of
bureaucracies from a conceptual perspective and supplemented
those insights with examples of bureaucratic evasion of
effective political control drawn from both Canadian and
American experience. What emerges from that reviewv is that in
some instances bureaucracies can, and do, evade political
direction wvhen they believe it is in their interests to do so
or when they consider that the political direction they
receive would result in damage to society. In this chapter,
I shall explore a nusber of specific factors which go into the
effective imposition of democratic coatrol over public
bureaucracies. I have chosen Gruber’s’® account of the
eclements making up the coatrol process and of the probleme
entailed because it focuses directly on the concrete realities
of the ocomtrol interactions between bureaucrats on one side
and politicians and citizens on the other.

Gruber begins vith the premise that a political decision is of
iteelf mot always encugh to easure a siganificant shift ia
administrative behaviour.’ This mscessitates the applicatioa
of oome esoct of oomtrol or the eetting of limite om
buzesvsratic behaviocur by the politicel arm of govermmest.’
For Gzubez, a hey elemsat ia the ocostrol process is the
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subordination of the bureaucracy to citizens and politicians.
As she puts it, "the heart of a democratic political systea is
control of the government by the governed.** PFor her, the
bureaucracy is an iutﬁfil pgrt af qavcrniint. and th- issue is

control of gmrnn-nu. lhi tb-:-ta:- argues t;h:t -m;
transforms constraint into democratic control is {ts
imposition by a democratic political actor--either the
citizens or their elected representatives.*® A key element in
Gruber’s position ie that "Mere congruence of bureaucratic
action with citizen wants does not constitute control.*’

Gruber categorizes control or limits on bureaucratic behaviour
as being of two kinds: procedural and substantive.
Procedural control involves controlling how bureaucrats do
things; substantive control consists of coastraints om the
substance of decisions bureaucrats are permitted to make.' In
a Canadian government context, procedural kinds of control are
to be found in the legislation and Emllt.léﬁ- which gowvern
the administration of the O ] Act and the
Immigration Act, hat.h of which set rigid limits on the manner
in which departmental officiales may decide how benefits or
services are made gvulshh to individuals and, importastly,
which individeals are eligible for them.” A key elemesat in
Gzuber’s perspective lies ia her assertion that the cholice
h.tm procedural and substantive coatrol imvolves more than
stions of efficiency and ie linked directly to the way oae
vlﬁithmho!m For exasple, if ome sees
goverament ‘s chief role as that of protecting the libertiee of
individuals, the conocern is the abuse of power. Ia that case,
mmlmmmuh mth-mm.
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societal ends, the objective is to enaure the proper use of
power. Here substantive controls are the best choice.

Gruber also notes that part of the reason for control being
at issue lies in the fact that politicians depend upon the
administrative and professional skills of bureaucrats.!’
Indeed, it is primarily because bursaucrats make the day-to-
day program decisions that give effect to political decisions,
have the best information on how things really work and, most
important, possess the administrative expertise necessary to
ensure that programs and services are delivered effectively,
that citizens and politicians are so dependent upon them.!?
As Peters has noted, “The bureaucracy...controls much of the
government ‘s procedural machinery and can structure or
accelerate or delay decisions through their mastery of
procedures.”!’ On the same point, Suleiman notes that the
power of the civil sexvice lies not so much in its power to
initiate policies but in its ability to frustrate the
initiatives of others.!* This mastery of procedures confers

8 great deal of power and influence upon bureaucracies as
institutions.

techs __l. :nd mmn.l" mm.
bureaucrats hlvi power to resist oontrol when political
direction conflicts with their interests or their motioms of

vhat is the preferred course of actiom.* She advances a
sumber of reascas for this capacity. Ome is that bureauwcrats

mth_llmumlﬂuimﬂumdm“
Givea the scale of modera vernment and the techaical
ocmplexnities of curreat policy issewes, this is oftem mot an
uavaszasted positioa. Amcther is that bureaucrats do aot
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always believe that the public is capable of governing itself
effectively, in the sense that individual citizens may not be
able to discern the public interest, particularly with respect
to highly technical matters or complex issues. Por some
bureaucrats, this tends to confirm their view that some
controls are unwarranted.!' That view, of course, runs counter
to the democratic ideal that people are quite capable of
determining their own interests and of governing themselves.
It is also contrary to the Aristotelian dictum that the wisdom
of the many is superior to that of the "excellent man"! who
is, in the context of this argument, the expert bureaucrat.

The reluctance of bursaucracies to accept political or social
control leads Gruber to examine the costs of such coatrol.
She identifies two kinds of costs: effectiveness costs and
enforcemsnt costs.” Rffectivensss coets arise when the
controllers (politicians ususlly, but sometimes the public as
well) instruct bureaucrats to behave in ways which caanot
achieve the desired policy results,’” or vhen coastraints are
such that bureaucrats cannot do what is asked of thea.” An
example of the latter would be the refusal of the politicians
to provide the necessary resources to isplement policy
initiatives that they have otherwvise approved. EBaforcemsat
costs, on the other hand, are created vhen the coatrollers are
compelled to enforce compliance resulting from bureawcratic
insubordination or neglect.? In Canada, the Office of the
federal Anditor General is an example of an enforoement
measure. In some respects, 00 are the variocus cmbudemea or
rights tribumals established by the federal and osome

provincial goverameats.

Gzuber goes on to indicate that the techaical cosplexnities of
the administrative or social problems to be dealt with give



bureaucrats an edge in their dealings with politicians or
citisens over issues of control, since the non-expert
politician or citizen may not know exactly what it is that
needs to be done in order to achieve desired public goals.™
She adds that it is generally much easier to ensure procedural
conformity than it is to foresee results.” That is, the
imposition of procedural controls are easier to measure and
evaluate than is the effectiveness of substantive controls,
wvhich are more subject to the vagaries of external
circumstances, and which are often beyond the capscity of both
bureaucrats or politicians to either predict or deal with. 1In
addition, she stresses that the costs of coantrol may be
aggravated by the complexity of modern society, which
generates conditions under which there may be conflicting
goals. That, in turn, may be used by bureaucrats as excuses
for non-compliance with political direction or the wishes of

citisens.*

In dealing with the issue of the perceptions of bureaucrats to
democratic comtrol, Gruber asserts that buresaucrats resiet
coatrol “because they enjoy autonomy, because their lives are
casier if they are their own masters, and because they feel
they kmow best." As will become clear ia the following
chapter, the latter may be an extremely important elemsat of
the bureauczat’s perspective om coatzol. She aleo indicates
that bureawcrats do mot reject the concepts of demcoracy,
including that of democratic coatrol, but seek imstead to
isoclate themselves from the political prooees.” Owe of the
reluctance of bureaucrats to acospt politiocal comtreol is the
fact that bureancrats geserally see themselves as “"pecple oa
the job.*” and mot as part of a democratic political process.



She also notes that the bureaucrats she spoke with “seemed
blissfully unaware that their desire for autonomy might
conflict with democratic values."™ and says that while these
individuals may have agreed in principle with the notion of
democratic control, they saw such restrictions as applying to
others and not to themeelves.” She attributes this, in part
at least, to the fact that bureaucrats are concerned almost
exclusively with the oconcrete realities of problems
associated with the job rather than with abstract beliefs in
democracy.* In addition, she notes that the support for the
basic tenets of democracy articulated by the bureaucrate she
interviewed did not translate into a concrete appreciation of
how these tenets could be implemented into the actual workings
of the agencies they inhabited” and that they “almost
universally failed to connect their work with the operatioa of
a democrecy.”™ As she cbeerves, "civil sexvants live in a
world of practical problems to be solved,"™ a world filled
with “administrative matters, techaical eervices, (and)
substantive programs...not with political issues or the search
to implement demccratic norms."® This viev of themselves as
‘pecple on the job’ leads some buresucrats, she says, to
conclude that: “If what one does is mot political, thea
politicians have no right interveaing."? Ny own experieace
as a public sezvant suggests that the ‘pecple oa the job’
perspective is shared by many public servaats ia Casada (at
all levels of govermmeat) but that the ‘politicians have mo
zight to imtezveme’ view is much less prevaleat.

A perhaps more coatentiocus argumeat made by some bureascrats
in Oreber’s study is that they must act as the guardians of
the public good, on the basis that politicians are iscepable
of discerning the public iaterest.™ Thise is a variatioa on
the theme put focward by Baker and Ostry which I referred te



in Chapter 7Two.” Indeed, Gruber notes that sometimes
bureaucrats argue that politiciens are, in fact, "incapable of
discerning the public interest"* and adds that "By rejecting
elected officials as pursuers of the public interest, such
bursaucrats are able to justify their rejection of
interterence by such officials and still be consistent in
their belief in democracy."*

Gruber also asserts that at least some bureaucrats not only
consider politicians unable to define the true public good but
aleo believe that this applies to the citizen as well. Again,
this leads to the conviction that they (the bureaucrats) "sust
safeguard the public interest not only against the demands of
politicians but also against parts of the public itself
because of flaws in the public’s ability to discern what is
best. "%

Gruber believes that bureaucracies possess what she refers to
as the three critical rescurces in the process of governance,*
that is: (1) the responsibility for making day-to-day program
decisions) (2) the most ocomprebensive knowledge of the
workings of the ageacy or depsrtment ianvolved; and (J)
substantive and administrative expertise. In other words,
theose are the scurces of their power.

For Gruber, what buresucrate do, how they do it, and the
oontext ia which they do it all have aa importast bearing oa
mm.mmmumutwumyw

mmuummmmﬁmmm
vhich are impoctant ia terms of the ing
democratic ooatrol: techamclogy, and —vu_-:" »y




achieve its ends® or, in other words, the ways or means used
by bureaucracies to do things. Environment, on the other
hand, refers to the forces external to an organisation that
affect its capacity to act in some way.* Gruber notes, for
instance, that where the technology esployed by a bureaucracy
is simple and easy for nonspecialists to understand,
politicians and citisens are more likely to be able to limit
bureaucratic behaviour.*’ Gruber uses the example of the
repair of potholes as a case where the technology is easy to
understand and judge, and the intractability of probleme
associated with the high unesployment amongst ghetto youth as
one where no one (including the expert bureaucrats) really has
a firm grip on wvhat needs to be done.” She adds that where
the environment features things like conflicting eocietal
goals, unstable social or political surroundings, complex
policy iesues, and agency autonomy, a weakening of political
and oitizsem control over bureaucracies is virtually
inevitable.*

Another key element in Gruber'’s depiction of a bureaucrat’s
response to outside coatrol of his or her activities ie what
she calls the bureaucrat’s ‘core ideatity.’ That is, the wvay
that he or she thinks of himself or herself at work.* 8She
motes that this ocore ideatity °“defimes the sources of
satisfection a bureawcrst derives from his or her job and the
ceatral coatribution the bureaucrat sees him or herself making
to it."" ghe ideatifies three such coce ideatities: (1) the
expert, (2) the worker, and (J) the admimistratoc." Gruber
aleo actes that the technologies ia use in an agemcy tead to
create differeat demands on the job, attract diffezent kiade
of pecple, and reinforoe the importamce of certaia skills, oz
types of skills.®
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Gruber asserts that those she defines as ’‘the expert’ derive
their satisfaction from the substance of their work and from
their ability to use their expertise to deal with substantive
issues.* She also asserts that experts tend to resist control
by others who do not understand their specialised technology.”
She adds that where bureaucrats perceive themselves as having
specialised expertise which covers a wide range of issues,
they are likely to resist control on many fronts.™ Por what
Gruber identifies as the ‘worker’ core identity, the primary
concern is working conditions and daily job routines.® And it
ie threats to these conditions that are apt to provoke the
greatest resistance to control.™ PFor the ‘administrator’ core
identity category, the key issue is the flexibility to respond
effectively to changing circumstances in order to ensure the
proper administration of their programs.” Again, ocoatrols
which threaten such flexibility are much more likely to be
resisted than are other kinds of coatrol.*

Bowvever, despite their resistance to coatrole which threatea
their core identities, bureaucrats are gemerally ready to
tolerate those which do not.* Gruber indicates that
bureaucrats will ecocept coatrol which they see as either
logitimate or useful” amd that they tolerate ooatrol as
legitimate where the politician is seen as being competeat (by
the bureaucrat’s standarde) ia any policy area.® Thie may
aleo apply in some cases to the varicus olieateles vith which

which the buresucrats value. 1Ia other wesds, if it is weeful
to do s from the bureswsrat’s perspective. Por instence,



administrators were prepared to accept a modicum of political
control from the oity administration in return for the
financial support provided by that administration.** With
respect to the case of citisen control, she adds that:
*eitisen information serves the same function as the mayor’s
money: it helps the bureaucrats do a good job."" Under thoee
circumstances, bureaucrats are prepared to accept a weak form
of ocontrol in order to secure that good.” Lastly, she
indicates that a particular agency may accept some form of
control in order to obtain the cooperation of one or mere
other agencies whoee assistance is vital to its achieving its
own goals.*

Por Gruber, if democratic controls are to be effective,
politicians or citisens must decide what social values they
vish to pursue, how they exercise contxol, snd what costs they
will tolerate in the context of whether procedural or
substantive kinds of control will be imposed, the exteat to
vhich bureaucrats are constrained, the kinds of policies and
policy areas iavolved, the technologies sequired and the
social and imstitutional enviroaments ia which govermmeats
operate.

What Gruber proposes to sshanoe political and citisea coatrol
over bureawcracies is a transactioa process under which
buresucrats acoept a degree of comtrol ia retura for something
they value, such as rescurces or iaformation. As she eaye,
“control resulte mot from political actors telling buresucrate
resources that bureaucrats seek.*” This is a process she
modsl still iavolves the exsrcise of formal swthecity by
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political actors and that politicians do have the power to
deny funding to recalcitrant administrators and that citisens
may sue when bureaucrats abuse their power.” But she adds
that such power is to be used in a reciprocal relationship
between politiciane and citisens on one side and bureaucrats
on the other,’” rather than in a uni-directional way, where
politicians dictate and bureaucrats obey.

C. Assesasmeats

Because it takes into full account the practical
administrative problems involved, Gruber’s suggestion that
bureaucracies can best be democratically constrained through
& process of exchange is an important comntribution to the
dislogue about democratic control of bureaucracies. PFor
instance, it recognizes bureaucracies’ coatribution to the
process of governance and their real isportance in that
process. It also reminds us that bureaucracies are, in many
respects, institutions motivated by & keen sense of self-
pressrvation and that their monopoly of certaln types of
expertise accords them significant power. 1In this respect,
it alesoc unde »e the view that politicians (and by exteasion
mﬂunn) mmmymmm;m;um
»o more than asutral automatons whose eole respomeibility is
to uathiakingly ocarry out the dictates of their political
masters. This is a salutary reminder of the complexity of
goversance ia a modera state.

all circumstances. For instance, her motiom of exchange as a
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bureaucrats always have something they are prepared to
exchange in such a bargain. In an expanding economy
politicians have the luxury of ’‘buying off,’ as it were, their
bureaucrats with ever greater benefits in return for a docile
acceptance of government policies. It should be noted here
that such benefits need not always be in the form of direct
wages and perquisites but may also involve the creation of new
programs or the expansion of existing ones, thereby providing
additional opportunities for professional administrators.
This propensity is not, however, limited to politicians. As
Morgan has noted, “one should not underestimate society’s
unconscious need to keep most of its members occupied in one
way or another.*” Morgan’s point here is that the federal
public service was called upon to absord part of the country’s
surplus labour force, beginning with war veterans after 194%
and ending with the baby bloomers in the early 1960°‘s. 1In
this 4inetance, politicians merely reflected what most
individual Canadians wanted at the time. Nonetheless, the
federal bureaucracy, as an institution, was the beneficiary,
as were the individuals fortunate enough to become federal
public servants.

But in an era of scarcity, politicians find themselves unable
to offer their bureaucracies the level of rewards that would
ensure the continued fealty of the latter. Worse still, wvhea
ideclogy or public pxessure moves politicians to reduce the
from the bureascrat’s point of view) eliminate administrative
uaits or evea whole departmeats, it may gemsrate the kind of



(1
to the Klein govermment’s restruwcturing initiatives suggests
that public sector workers aleo have limite on what they are
prepared to put iato the bargaining process. This suggests
that under comditions of escercity an exchange model carries
with it iahereat wesknesses.
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A. Introduction

In previous chapters I have outlined the importance of
ensuring democratic control of public bureaucracies, explored
the issue from a conceptual perspective, provided specific
examples of bureaucratic insubordination in both Canada and
the United States, and examined in detail the concrete
problems involved when politicians or citisens attempt to set
limits on bureaucratic bshaviour. 1In this chapter, I shall
pursue the issue from the perspective of those most
ismediately affected with control measures, the bureauwcrats
themeelves.

Neze I shall present the results of my survey of the views of
Canadian public servants om this issue. Nore specifically, I
shall present their views on the subject under four geseral
categories. The first deals with the respondents’ perceptions
about their jobs and includes: how well they believe
politicians and the average citisen understand what they do oa
the job; the limits imposed on them om the job, by whom, and
how (an ezample of coatrol); vhom they see themselves as
sorving; and how smch infleueace they perceive themselves as
having over policy development (a geuge of what they perceive
m-&u—ﬂnmﬁmm-ﬂw
of public policy. Aad the fourth seehs their viewse ean the
pact that the concept of the public isterest plays (or sheuld



play) in determining public policy. Throughout, I shall link
the views of my respondents to issues raised by Gruber.

The first category comprises the responses to guestions 2, 3,
4, 6 and 8 of the survey; (The full list of survey questions
can be found in Appendix A to this essay); the second, to
questions 3, 7, and 11; the third, to questions 9, 10, 12, and
13 and the fourth to guestions 14 and 15. With the
exception of the first, all questions in the survey were
designed to examine the beliefs of the survey respondents with
respect to the issves outlined in the four ocategories
described in the preceding paragraph. They were devised to
probe “"cught to" issues, as opposed to “"how to" matters. 1
should add that these guestions were not intended to measure
the strength or intensity of the belief behind the response
but rather its existence. The only indication of the streagth
of a belief to be drawn from this survey is in the susber of
similar responses givea to any question, and that addresses
the pervasiveness of a belief, not its intensity im any givea
Cans.

The answers to Question One of the survey describe the task or
function performed by the survey respondeats. The replies to
this guestion suggest that thoee surveyed cluster isto three
groupe: (1) individuals holding positions vith responsibility
for policy iseues oaly; (2) those with positions respomsible
for edministrative and managemsat fuactions as well as pelicy
matters) and (J) those vith positicas primarily respessible
for the delivery of programs and servioes directly to the
publiec. The first group ocomeiste of isdividuals with
positions vhose funotions, respomeibilities, o tasks deal
solely vith polisy analysis, development, or svalestion; with
the preparstion of bachgrouand studies, forecests, peliey



options, and draft legislation; or who manage units that
specialisze in providing such services. 1 shall call this
group the "Policy-Makers.” The second group comprises persons
who manage units responsible for providing edministrative
sezvices of one kind or another to other agency sections and
who have significant input into policy development or
evaluation, the preparation of which is the responsibility of
others in the agency. This group I shall call the
“Adainistrators.” The third group consistes of pecple whose
positions entail responsibility for delivering a program or
service directly to the agency’s clientele and whose policy
iavolvemeat is limited to imput on the operatiocmal impact or
administrative viability of policy proposals developed by
others. This group 1 shall call the “"Nansgers.” Of the
tventy-five participaats, tea are Policy-lMakers, aine are
Administrators, and six are Nanagers.

The foregoing groupings are at best only distantly related to
wvhat Gruber has defined as buresucrats’ ocore idemtities.!
This is a topic that I have elaborated on at soms leagth in
Chapter Thres. Bezre it is sufficieat to say that the
individuals I have ocategorized as Polioy-lakers,
Muainistrators, and Nanagers all share some elements of both
Geuber ‘s expert and administrator categeciee (but mome of her
vocker oclaseificetion) ia terms of their professiocmal
qualifications and admninistrative responeibilitics. 1Ia terms
perticipated in ay suzvey probably moce closely resesbhle
for agencies which provide & service directly te the publie.
Ia additien, 1ike the teachers ia Gzuber’s sample, the survey
sospendeats oxhibited a prencunced isclisstioan te view
themselves as the enpects ia their chesen fislds.
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I turn now to a consideration of the first category responses.
This 4is to assess how the respondents see their work
environment, and parallele, but does not duplicate, Gruber’s
notion of ‘pecple on the job’ which she classifies as one of
the key elements of how her respondents viewed their
participation in government.’? As indicated earlier, this
category covers the respondents’ views on how well they
believe politicians and the average citisen understand their
particular role in government, the source and kinds of limite
imposed on them on the job, their beliefs about whom it ie
that they serve, and their perception of the influence they
have on public poliocy.

B. Peosple ea the Jeb

. Understandiag by Peliticians
Part of the working eaviromameat of aay seaior bureascrat

requires a sometimes close relationship with his or bher
political masters, and aa importamt part of the resulting
iateraction revolves arcund how well the politician reepects
their techaical expertise and professional judgmeat oa policy
issues (Questiom 6). The survey respoadeats tead to believe
that most politicians do mot understand what it is that they
chbeszvations such as, “"Not many do,° or “Generally very
poecly,® (understand vhet the bureawcrat does), to the mere
poisted statemsat that "They dea’t and they dea’t caze te," to
bohind’ idea of what I do o vhat the public sesvice dees.
Noce importastly, they really dea’t give a dama.® On the
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made a clear distinction between the ‘average’ politician and
& minister or other political figure interested in, and
involved with, the work of their agency. The former was
claseed as not knowing (and in a limited number of instances
not interested in knowing) what the respondent does on the
job, while the latter clearly understood what is involved.

2. Uaderstaadiag by the Public

A second important aspect of the working environment of many
buzeaucrats is their relationship with the public (Question
8). The reply here is very similar to the respondents’
peroeptions of the lack of understanding by politicians of
what it is they do on the job. Twenty-four of thea indicated
that the average individual had little or no understanding of
what they do on the job. And agein, like their beliefs abmut
politicians, thirteea of them distinguished between the
‘average’ citisea and those citisens who deal with the agency
or are imtereeted im ite affaire for eome reasom. Nere too,
the opinion varied to some exteat. PFor imstance, a fairly
represeatative statemeat was "On the average, not well®
(undeorstand wvhat the bureaucrat does). Anocther sald "Not
much, less oo than the politicians.” And ocme even exclaimed
“Ny ospouse dossa’t understand what I do!® Clearly, the
respondents believe that meither their political mssters mor
msmbers of the public really uaderstand what it is that they
do. One senses an clemsat of alismatioca here.

3. Cemtrel

With sespect to the scurce and kiads of control emercised oa
them (Questica 2.8), by far the most common scurce of comtrol
idontified wae the respondent’s immediate supecvisecr. This
soepense vas givea by tweaty of the tweaty-five sespoadests.
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Moreover, it held in virtually the same proportion in all
three groups, ranging from 77.8 to 83.3 per cent, with a
median wvalue of ©0.0 per ocent. This response is,
incidentally, only marginally different than the 76.9 per cent
of Gruber’s respondents who Iidentified their immediate
supervisors as the individual or position to which they were
accountable.’? A second major source of control cited was the
legislation governing the agency involved. Twelve respondents
identified this item. A third source of perceived control was
direct contact by a minister on an issue. Seven respondente
cited this as a point of reference for themselves. I should
add here that respondents identified more than one source of
control as affecting thea.

With respect to the means of control (Question 2.b), the most
fregueat response identified was rescurce allocations (either
funding or staff, and freguently both) as a ooamtrol
sschanism, in the sense that the availability of resocurces
dictates to a significant extent what can and camaot be
accomplished, and bhow. Fourteen of the tweaty-five
respondents sav this as a control mechanism. Of almost egual
importance in this respect were ageacy policies or
sdministrative procedures. Twelve reepoadeats identified this
as an isswe. Direction by a swperior or a mimister and
legislation were ideatified eight and six times respectively
as means of ocoatrol.

Theze is, of course, some overlap ia responses betweea the two
pacts of the guestion ia that ia scme cesee the scurce of
ocontrel is aleo ceen a8 the msans. legislation is an enample
of this; so is direction by a superior or mianistezr. Ia
additicn, givea the nature of the ocganisaticmal settiag ia
whish the respendents wock, it is not susprisiag thet agemsy
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policies or administrative procedures should figure
prominently as control mechanisms. That is their function.
Nor is it surprising that a significant number of respondents
Sav resource allocation as a control function or as a limiting
factor in their activities. To thess respondents, resources
are not an abstract entity, but rather a key element in
getting thinge done and its inclusion is consistent with the
idea éf mtfal on the jab. since ii: i-ny cases the

gllﬂgtmn. On th- other hud. in tﬁiuy (] nmmin pul.;ei.:ll
climate, this may reflect no more than public servants’
concerns about ocurrent governments’ precocupation with
expenditure controls and the resultant reduction in rescurces
allocated to bureaucracies.

In addition to the foregeing, five of the respondents
distinguished between what was termed by one individual ‘what’
and ‘hov’ matters whea questioned about the impositiom of
limits on their actioms. In this coatext, ‘what’ matters
involve choosing between alternatives or assigaing priorities;
‘how’ matters relate to ways or means of accompiishing agreed-
to eads. These respondeants indicated that either the
minister, a suwperior, or even legislation, were sources of
limite or coatrol with reepect to ‘what’ isswes, but that they

4. Whe do they Sesve?
“Mﬁtﬁhliﬁmmmﬁjﬁcm
J), the eurvey reep ates ideatified o wide array of
individuale or groups, which, for the purposes of this esesay,
I have oombined into four sets. These are: the public, the
oystem, politiciane, and other agencies. I virtsally every
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or all of theee groups as being who they served on the job.
The grouping identified as the ‘public’ incorporates responses
which include all, or any of, the particular agency’s
clientele, the citisen, or the public in aggregate. The
‘system’ designation includes responses which identified the
agency itself or an ismediate superior as the user of a
service. ‘Politicians’ refers to ministers or to any other
elected ofticial. The ‘other agencies’ group includes
references to both governmental and non-governmental
organisations.

Twenty-four respondents declared that they believed that they
served the public in their job. Nalf of that twenty-four did,
however, make a distinction between serving the public
directly and indirectly. Of these twelve individuals, eight
were Policy-Makers, the area whers the respondents are less
directly involved with the public. This lack of direct
involvement with the public did not, however, diminish their
commitment to the ideal of serving the publioc.

When it came to the issue of serving the system, there was
less unanimity in the respomses. Seventeen respondents cited
this as a factor. In addition, some sigaificant growp
differemces emsrged. For example, respoadeats ia the Policy-

Making and Administrative growpe indicated that this was
Wdﬂmm—tﬂl“mﬂ.lmmtﬁw

vhile Manager respondents rated it at oaly 33.3 per oceat.
With respect to the pﬂtiea of serving politiciams, sixteea
ts suggested that this was ispoctant. And onoe

m&.hmmﬁﬂmhmm Pozr
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44.4 por cent and 30.0 per cent of the Adainistrators and
Nanagere respectively attached any importance to this.

$. Ianflucase ea Publiec Peliey

With respect to the perceptions of the respondents on their
influence on public policy (Question 4), eleven respondents
indicated that they see themselves as having significant
iafleuence over the policies developed and implemented by their
agencies. These respondeats described this iafluence as
‘eRormous,’ a ‘great deal,’ or ‘subetantial.’ One persca put
it this way, "I have a substantive amocuat of iaflusnoe over
the dovelopment of policy...as well as ia terme of ite
inplemsatation.® Another said, °“Sigaificaant infleuence oa
policy ia terme of hov decisions are isplemsated.” A third
was evea more specific im claiming that, °I believe I have
onotmous influence ia thie area. That iaflueace is based on
the iaformation I hold and my ability to define the problems
ia detail, set agendas for policy discussions, and prepere
optione for consideration by both my immsdiate euperiocs and
the miaister.” The latter iadivideal (perhape uawittiagly)
sade the ocase for buresucrecies being so powerfel as
inetitutions. That is, they oftea comtrol the ageada of the
debate. Clearly these individuale see themselves as enerting
e oigniticent amcust of iafleuemoe ovezr policy develogment.
The reascas for this vary and range from their command of some
kind of epecial ekill or expertise to the fact that their
positions allowed them to define the problems to be dealt
with, formulate the guestiomns to be addressed, set discuseion
agendas, o establish poliocy developmant processes.

A oovend lacge eet of respondents (twelve) iadicsted that
their iaflusnse over pelicy tended to be situatiomal. That
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is, they perceived themselves as having little influence with
respect to overall government policy, or in some cases the
overarching polices of their agencies. They did, however, see
themselves as having significant influence in areas of more
limited application, such as the operatione of an agency
branch, or cases involving special circumetances. Only two of
the respondents suggested that their influence on policy
issues was limited.

The foregoing is in sharp contrast to Gruber‘s findings that
three quarters of her respondents indicated that they did not
make policy, even though they held positions which called for
them to do 0.’ The replies in my survey suggest that the
individuale involved believe that they enjoy a significant
degree of influence in the development of public policy. Thie
was, however, ocoupled with the ackaovliedgement that they
functioned in bureaucratic settinge, with its attendant limite
on discretion, iscluding omes imposed by politiciame, the
public, and the administrative eystemes under which they
wocked. Ia addition, the large majority of respondents who
soe service to the pudlic as their major goal may suggest a
villingnese to be guided by the decisions of politicians and
citiseas. It may also be no more than a reflection of
Gruber’s assertion that bureauvcrats do believe in the
traditional concepts of democracy, even if they see themselves
as ocutside the political proocess.’

Ia her study Gruber notes that the bursascrats she interviewed
believed that politicians and the public “should have very
ntthiaﬁ:" ﬁﬁﬁtﬁtﬁitﬁ!tﬁﬁlhﬁi that
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board that basically serves the department, not the reverse."'
The respondents wvho participated in this survey gave no hint
of the sense of alienation from the political system displayed
in the Gruber study. Nor was there even the faintest
indication that they shared the view of the housing
administrator who told Gruber that "Practically, I would say
that it’s easjer to do a good job if the local political
control is not there.*’

C. The Role of Politicians

In order to explore beliefs about the role of politicians in
government, three questions were asked of those who
participated in my survey. The first (Question 5) sought to
bring ocut what the role of the politician should be; the
second (Question 11) was designed to test the consistency of
the first by establishing if the respondeats believed that
politicians actually discharged the roles they assigned them)
and the third (Question 7) focused specifically on the kinds
of decisions politicians should make with respect to the

1. The Rele of the Peliticias

Whea it came to assigning a role to politicians, the survey
respondeats displayed some asbivalence. The structure of the
question peraitted more than ome answer and ia mearly all
éiiﬁththihthﬁ-d. Iiilall. Liu-umuiuuth

pxunm:mmmxmmnmmmh
sesponse (fiftesn) suggested that politicisne should direct
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the work of government or allocate budgets as between agencies
or departments. On the other hand, there were thirteen
responses wvhich attributed no greater role to politicians than
the setting of general goals or policies for government. In
the latter respect at least, the survey respondents concurred
with the views of those in Gruber’s survey, who viewed policy
making as "specifying the most general outcomes the agency is
to achieve:...."'* 1In addition, in a departure from the
intention of the question, slightly more than a third of the
respondents intimated that a key role for politicians was to
keep informed and abreast of issues. On the other hand, there
was no evidence of the pervasive view, expressed by Gruber’s
respondents, that politicians are not the elected leaders of
the people, but rather party politicians.!

2. Do Politicians Deliver?

Did the survey respondents believe that politicians discharge
the responsibilities they assigned thea in terms of reflecting
what is best for the public through their initistives? BNere
again, the views expressed suggest a certain ambivalence.
Just under half the respondents (eleven) indicated that what
politicians do ie¢ indeed what is beet in terms of public
policy. A mimority of this group (four) were categorical in
declaring that politicians do what is best. The remsinder
indicated that even though politicians attempt to do what is
in the best iaterests of the public, they are thwarted in
these efforts by a variety of circumstances, such as partisan
ocoasiderations, personal ideclogy, and by the inhereat
difficulty of mediating between oonflicting goals in a
pluralistic society. A emaller but still eignificant mumber
politicians. This sscond viev may well represeat no moce than



79
a variation of the first. Finally, six of the respondents
indicated that they believed that the decisions of politicians
do not reflect what is good for the public.

3. What Should Politicians Decide for the Ageacy?
In terms of A;n-ging the iuno of dment.le control of

to ptobi t.hQ rnpondcnt-' views -haut th- gin-r-!. zolg al
politicians in government. However, the issue of the role of
the politician with respect to the agency to which a
bureaucrat belongs is one which cuts much closer to the bone.
This particular issue was explored with the survey respondents
by asking them "What kinds of decisions should politicians
make with respect to your agency?” By far the greatest
response (twenty-four) was that politicians should establish
or ut mlﬂ:. -ndnf.nu, vnlucl, gp-:qtinj pr;nn!.phi. lipﬂnl

for f.h agency. It vlll bi uatd tlut tbo !or-w.tnq L- very
similar to what Gruber’s respondents called specifying general
aneaﬂii.“ m ﬂth tnp:e to the Lm’:inin of :h- setting

vith G.:uhu- (] ﬂnd.lngl that hnfnug:gtl see hﬁdqot;ry mﬁrﬁl
by politicians as natural.” Nowever, a qgquarter of the
respondents suggested that even the foregoing roles for
politicians should be circumecribed in the eense that
politicians should make caly ‘informed’ decisions, seek expert
advice before making policy, and not make administrative or
‘how to’ decisioms, which were felt to be best left to the
administrators. Ia a way, this reflects the views of Gruber’s
respondents, who believed that anything but the most gemeral
kiad of specifying of cutoomes wes administratiom.*
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The total response to this question was, however, not as
straightforward as the foregoing paragraph might suggest.
There were a total of sixteen responses which indicated that
a proper role for politicians was to direct the work of the
administration and allocate resources to it. This implies a
belief that there must not only be political control of the
bureaucracy but as well a willingness to submit to that
control. PFinally, it should be obeserved that there is a large
measure of oonsistency in the replies of the survey
respondents regarding both the general role of politicians in

government and their function vis-d-vis the agency itself.

D. The Fuactioa of the Citisea

I turn now to the issue of the role of the citisen in
government as seen by the respondents. As indicated earlier,
this involves their ideas about the role and function of the
citiszsen with respect to the development and implementation of
public policy. These ideas are depiocted in their replies to
questions about the general role of the citisen in government
(Question 9), the kinds of decisions citizens should make with
respect to the agency involved (Question 10), wvhether the
citiszen knows what is best for him or herself with respect to
public policy (Question 12), and whether citisen control over
the admninistration of government ie desirable (Question 13).

1. ¥hat is the Geansral Rele of the Citisean in Goverameat?

This question is intended to elicit a gemeral view of the
issve, not to provide specific suggestioms for imvolviag the
citisea ia the process of govermamce. As ia earlier
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anever. I have categorised these answers into four groups.
The largest group of responses (fifteen) euggest that the
proper role for individual in their relationship with
government ie to work through their elected representatives to
achieve their ends. A second large group of responses
(!ourtnn) neeg.nd- thnt. tln .lndlv;.glggl should ?'mp

on public .lnu.-. ‘l'hh response is m-htint v;t.h their view
that politicians must keep informed in order to make
appropriate decisions. This is a point I shall return to
later. A smaller but still significant number of responses
(seven) suggest that the citizen has no greater responsibility
in the process of governance than to vote. The same nusber of
responses allocates no more than an advisory role to the
oitisen. Looked at in another way, the replies suggest that
mearly two thirde of the respondeats limit e¢itisen
participation to interaction with politicians, while the
balance allow the citizen no more than a voting or advisory
role.

mmhlﬁw&ﬁtﬁemzﬂ.ﬂm:ﬂhdm
citisea ian goverameat geaerally. In this more pointed
Questioa about the role of the citisea in the decisieb~making
process of govermmeat, the respondents shifted grouad a bit
for the citisen. Tweaty-ome suggested this. As with earlier
questions, multiple anewers were permitted and oeevea
respondents peoposed as well that citisea isvelvemsat should
be through eclested officials. Theze were, heowsver, six
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answers which supported the idea that the citizen should be
involved directly in making decisions for and with the agency.
These proportions are eimilar (but not identical) to Gruber'’s
findings that two thirds of the public servants she studied
advocated either a supportive role or no role at all for the
citizen in the making of public policy."

On the face of it, the foregoing responses leave very little
room for citizen participation in the policy-making process.
Rowever, the high proportion of responses favouring an
advisory or consultative role for the citisen potentially
allows for a large measure of citizen influence on public
policy making. As Gruber has noted, clients are more likely
to influence bureaucratic decisions if they are preseant when
decisions are made so that the agency’s client is viewed as an
individual and not simply as an abstract case on a file." The
foregoing response may well be an illustration of this. On
the other hamd, this may merely sigmal the presence >f
influence rather than coantrol, as I have defined that term
earlier.'

3. The Citisea and Geverameat Admiaistratiea.

The final guestion dealing wvith the role of the citiszea in
fashioning public policy deals directly with the issue of the
role of the citisea participatioa in the administratioa of
governmeat. It is an isswe that cuts close to the boas for
many public administrators. Sevea respoadeats asserted that
the citisea should indeed be acoorded control over some or all
aspects of the admiaistratioa of goveramsat. HNoweve:z, oaly
three of these sevea gave an ungualified affirmative aaswer.
The remainder gualified their reply oa the basis of ome or
moce of the follevwing resezvatioms: (a) the citisen would



t.hj G.L;;;Qn would lun to h hnld mmtnbh for hli or her
decisions, and (c) mesasures would have to be established so
that the adaministrative process of government was not hijacked
by special interests.

The balance of the respondents (eighteen) indicated that they
did not believe that the citiszen should be involved in the
administration of government. Thirteen of these respondents
asserted that the avenue for citize1 involvement in government
was through the elected officiale or by serving on formal
advisory or consultative boards established by govermments.

The replies regarding the role of the citiszsen in the
formulation of public policy suggest that a key conoern of the
survey respondents ceatres around the fact that the citisen is
viewved as not haviang sufficient knowledge to deal effectively
with the complex issues that public policy makers must grapple
with. This holds true for both positive and negative
responses and is oconsistent with the call for political
officials to becoms knowledgeable desoribed earlier. On the
other hand, the tendency to view the citizea as not haviag a
sigaificant role in govermment suggested by the responses to
the questions about the role of the ocitisea ia the
administration of govermmsat may mot be as pronocunced as it
ssems at first glance. The proposal by a large susmber of
respondeats that oitisens should work through elected
officiales implies (but does mot prove) that the survey
respondeats recogaise and accept the right of politiciams to
direct (aad thus coatrol) the bureawcracy.
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¢. Does the Citisea Know Best?

Although it is open to a range of interpretations, this
question is intended to elicit attitudes on the guestion of
wvhether individuals are capable of governing themeelves. As
Gruber has noted, "the heart of a democratic political system
is control of the government by the governed"!' and it is
important to ascertain how public servants see this issue.

Only three respondents believed that the individual citisen
knows what is best in terms of public policy. Another four
suggested that thie would depend on the individual citisen.
Some would; others would not. 8ix other respondents stated
flatly that the average citiszen simply does not know enocugh to
be able to decide on public policy issues. The remainder
(twelve) indicated that the average citizeam does not know
enocugh to decide upon broed public policy issues but certainly
knows what is best for him or hereelf and that this may be all
that is required in some cases.

Threaded throughout the responses to this question is the
notion that knowledge ies the significaat factor in determining
vhether the individual citizen is in a position to know what
is best for the overall good of the community with respect to
the making of public policy. This viev is totally comsisteat
with the eotress the respoadents put oan the necessity for
politicians to keep well iaformed described earlier im this
chaptez. It may aleo be a reflectios of the ocomcerms of
professionals with what they see as the clumsy efforts of
dilettantes to deal with difficult and complex problems.



L)
8. TEE PUBLIC QOOD

This part examines the views of the survey respondents on the
question of the public good. This notion relates to what
Gruber has characterised as “the assumption that there is a
determinate public interest*'’ which can be ascertained only
through the applicstion of knowledge, expertise, or w.sdom.
She adde that this means that the rulers, not the citiszens,
alone possess the Kknowledge and expertise to govern
eoffectively.”

1. Is there a Public Good?

Most respondents thought so. Slightly more than half of thea
(fourteen) believe that there is indeed a public good. Only
one individual diemissed the idea cutright. The balance (ten)
acknowledged that they were uncertain about the existence of
& public good as a concrete eatity or suggested that the
ssaning of this ocomoept would depend ia whole or in pact on
how it was defined and who defined it. This question produced

and females. HNere femsles replied in the affirmative twice as
often as males who, ia turn, were twice as uncertain or
expressed reservations as to the value of the comcept as
females did.

3. What 40 the Public Geed?

varisty of ways, a small majority (fourteem) seuggested that
the public good is eseentially a veriation oa the thems of
“the greatest good for the greatest susber.” This would te
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lawve and social arrangements should place the
lun" iness or (as speaking practically, it may be
called) the interest of every individual as nearly

as possible in harmony with the interest of the

vholej...."

A second group (eight) indicated that the concept of the
public good is difficult to define and in any case would
change over time and under different circumstances, given that
ite definition depends upon societal values or public mores.
The remaining three respondents provided answers which could
not easily be classified. One defined it as altruism, the
second as the freedom to conduct one’s affairs as one sees fit
within a framework wvhich allows others to do the same, and the
third indicated that the question was irrelevant.

r. Coaclusioas

The survey results do not support the hypothesis advanced.
Canadian and American administrators share beliefs about the
role of the politician and citiszsen in government. The results
do, however, support the hypothesis in terms of their
differing views about their own role in public policy
development and in the capacity of politicians to serve the
public good.

In order to highlight the views expressed by the survey
respondeats, in this chapter I have not attempted to compare
and contrast their views with some of Gruber’s major insights
and recommendations. This is a task I shall take up ia the
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Democratic Coatrol and Bureaucratic Power:
Coaclusioas and Proposals for Change
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A. Introduction

In this chapter I shall first of all summarize the major
points which emerged from my survey of the beliefs of the
respondents about the issue of democratic control of
bureaucracies in Canada. I shall also comment on what my
findings mean for both the political officials who would
control the bureaucracies and the bureaucrats who submit to

that control or find ways to evade it.

B. Summary of Survey Results

Gruber tells us that "Bureaucrats rarely think of themselves
as public officials. Rather, they see themselves as people at
work,...."! With respect to their work environment, the
public servants who participated in my survey tend to see

addition, the survey respondents, much like Gruber'’s
subjects, tend to view political control as being appropriate
in setting the general agendas of govermment, but not as
extending to administrative or operationmal matters.’ And,
also like Gruber’s respondents,’ the comtrols which affect
them most directly are internal ones. Thirdly, much like the
public servants surveyed by the Service to the Public Task
Force established by the federal govermment (and also like
those who participated ia Gruber’s study) virtually all survey
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respondents declared themselves to be "highly committed to
serving the public.**

The survey respondents generally saw the politician’s primary
responsibility as being to help his or her constituents.
However, most also agreed that politicians should direct the
work of government, particularly (but not exclusively) in the
broad sense of setting general goals and priorities for
government. In addition, a majority believe that politicians
do indeed act in ways which reflect what is best for the
public, or attempt to do so most of the time. This is in
marked contrast with Gruber’s findings, which suggest that
bureaucrats see themselves as the gquardians of the public
interest in face of the particular interests of politicians®
and the individualistic demands of the citizen, whom they
regard as being "unable to discern what is best"* in deciding
upon public policy. 1In addition, unlike Gruber’s sample,’
most asserted that they have a significant influence on the
development of public policy.

Although most of the survey respondents expressed their firm
commitment to serving the public, they did not, on the whole,
support the notion of direct public participation in
government. Nost said that the individual citizen should work
through his or her elected representative or should
participate by serving on boards, committees, or other formal
bodies. And nearly 90 per cent of them are opposed to citisen
control of any part of the administrative functions of
government, or approve of it with serious reservations. In
addition, the majority do not believe that the average citisen
possesses the knowledge necessary to make informed decisions
vith respect to public policy, although half of them
acknovledge that the citisea does indeed know what is best for



92

himself or herself individually. What we see at work here is
the reliance of professionals in their ability to define what
is best for society surmounting their undoubted commitment to
serving the public. This intellectual dissonance appears to
have escaped the notice of the respondents.

There was one issue raised by most respondents which deserves
mention, even though it was not called for as a response to
any of the questions. That is that knowledge is the most
significant factor in determining who should participate in
the policy-making process. A significant majority of the
survey respondents (twenty-two) believe that the average
citizen simply does not know enough to be able to make
informed decisions on public policy issues, even though some
acknowledged that the citizen might well know what is best for
his or her particular interests. The respondents were
consistent on this point, stressing that politicians must also
keep well informed if they are to make good policy decisions.
This is likely a reflection of the professional concern of
senior public servants who know how difficult it can be to
devise policies which are both politically acceptable to the
citisenry and feasible in terms of accommodating conflicting
interests, complying with existing legislation, and conforming
to shrinking budget allocations by governments.

That viewpoint is mnot in iteelf inimical to the ideal of
democratic government. Indeed, in today’s complex world,
effective decision-making requires the application of the best
knoviedge available. And yet, if one acknowledges that the
citizsen does not know enough to properly decide omn public
policy, and if the average politician needs to be better
informed, who then is qualified to decide? The assumption
which underlies this perspective is that caly the professiomal
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bureaucrats possess the necessary skills. I should add that
this view was never articulated overtly and is probably not
even acknowledged, at least not consciously. Nevertheless,
the noticn that both citizens and politicians are not
sufficiently knowledgeable about public policy issues does
invite that kind of conclusion. It also suggests the
existence of a view that Dahl has called guardianship, or rule
by persons who sre qualified to do so by virtue of their
superior knowledge, as the ordinary citizen cannot be counted
on to understand the interests of the larger society.’

On many issues, the respondents displayed a homogeneity of
response. This was not totally unexpected. I deliberately
chose individuals whose positions and functions suggested some
actual or potential direct involvement in the development of
public policy. 1In addition, this homogeneity is perhaps
attributable to the effects of similar working environments.
For instance, all the respondents are or were employed in
large public organizations with similar, though not identical,
organizational structures, and most of which, as 1 indicated
in Chapter One, provide a service directly to individuals.
Moreover, with the exception of the Managers, they are
involved in the policy process in much the same way.

The foregoing suggests that there may well be some educational
and job enviroaument acculturation at work here. It may also
reflect Gruber’s notion that the demands of the job attract
individuals with certain kinds of skills or with similar
beliefs or convictions. In addition, some of the responses
suggest that there may be an ethos of service to the public at
wozrk as well. The following quotes from respondent statements
will sexve as examples of the latter: “Pirst and foremoet,
the agency’s clieats....Bverything elee is secondary.”
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"Ultimately and most importantly, the people of Alberta and
Canada.” And "My job is to translate the program and service
delivery criteria of the agency into practical measures to
meet the needs of the agency’s clients.*’

It is also clear that the public servants who participated in
my survey do not see themselves as parts of what may be called
a traditional bureaucracy. That is, one where public servants
merely implement initiatives decided upon by the political
actors. On the contrary, most of the respondents consider
themselves to be an integral part of the policy-making
process, not simply as administrative implementers of policies
decided upon by others. In other words, they believe that
they are in fact part of the process of governance in the
sense that their ideas and opinions serve to influence the
direction of public policy. In that sense, they differ
significantly from Gruber’s subjects, who saw themselves as
being outside the policy-making loop.!’

Given that the Canadian respondents see themselves as an
integral part of the policy-making process, the particular
kind of alienation from that process described by Gruber’ does
not exist for theam. In their experience, political and
citizen control is diluted to some extent, although it is
certainly not seen as absent, as evidenced by the number of
respondents who identified a minister as one of the
controlling elements in their work environment. This would
perhape suggest that what exists for them is the kind of
contention batween bureaucrats and politicians described by
Putnam.'’ Nowever, their belief that politicians should
exercise control over the governmental apparatus (even if oaly
in a general way) and their assumption that the initiatives of
politicians on the whole accurately reflect what is best for
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the public (even though many have = : ~we:; vations about
this) appear to suggest that thev dc not see themselves as
adversaries to politicians, as + the French bureaucrats
studied by Suleiman.'’ Nor dc he i1essondents appear to
harbour the antiparliamentaria: me-::l:ty that Suleiman
attributes to the French bureaucracy :lthough they do exhibit
a similar attitude that neithe: + politicians nor the
individual citizen know enough abkout the technical aspects of
any issue to make the best possible decisions.'* On this
point, it is probable that the assessment of the inabilities
of politicians and the public expressed by the survey
participants is, as Suleiman has observed, more the irritation
of professionals with what they see as the clumsy efforts of
dilettantes to resolve difficult and complex problems rather
than with any hostility in principle about political or
societal control of their activities.!®

I now wish to comment briefly on the survey results as they
relate to Gruber’s notion of control as exchange. The survey
guestionnaire (See Appendix A) did not address the issue
directly, nor do the replies provide a clear indication of
vhether the respondents accept or reject the notion, nor
vhether Gruber’s model would be more or less appropriate in a
Canadian setting. Bowever, the survey results do show that
the Canadian public servants have a more positive view of the
role and legitimacy of politicians than did their American
counterparts who participated in Gruber’s study. Froam this,
one might infer that an exchange paradigm might be less
antagonistic in Canada than in the United States. On the
other hand, both groups clearly see themselves as the
adainistrative and technical experts in government and, as
such, believe that they should carry out their duties as free
from political or citizen restraint as possible. This could
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lead to conflict under an exchange model, particularly where
the citizens or politicians desired changes that bureaucrats
disapproved of. No further hypothesis can be drawn from my
survey on this point.

c. Comments and Examples

As I indicated earlier in this chapter, unlike the
participants in Grubers’s study, the survey respondents
clearly see themselves as significant partners in the process
of governance. This corresponds well with the recommendation
of the Public Policy Forum in its report entitled Making
Government Work which calls for structural changes aimed at
improving relations between senior public servants and
parliamentarians' and confirms that public servants do indeed
engage in the process of governance as partners and not solely
as subordinate implementers of policies formulated by others.
Again, this does not square completely with wvhat Gruber sees
as effective democratic control of bureaucracies. That is,
one imposed by politicians or the citizen.’ On the other
hand, it may coincide to a degree with her notion of control
as exchange. In such a partnership, the bureaucrats would
exchange some degree of the anonymity and protection they now
enjoy for a greater legitimation of their role in govermment.

Do governments control their bursaucracies? Probably not in
the sense that Gruber defines control. For instance, Cairns’
assertion that the administration of many policies is beyond
the effective control of any Prime Minister' suggests that
politicians do not always fully control their public
bureaucracies. In addition, Wood’s examination of the
struggle between the Envirommental Protectioa Ageacy
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bureaucrats and the Reagan Administration in the United
States'® demonstrates that under certain circumstances
bureaucrats can indeed successfully defy their political
masters. And in a Canadian context, MacDonald,? Axworthy,?'
and Dick,” ministers in the Clark, Trudeau, and Mulroney
administrations respectively, have all complained of
systcmatic and calculated attempts by their respective
bureaucracies to frustrate their efforts to introduce

In addition to frustrating the initiatives of elected
officials, bureaucrats also promote their own policy agendas.
For instance, Berle notes that whit he calls ’‘lower-echelon’
officials in the United States State Department questioned a
direct order of President Kennedy and would have disobeyed it
had not Kennedy’s personal representative to Latin America
forced the issue. He also says that on another occasion these
officials failed to deliver a message President Kernnedy had
requested be sent.” Berle argues that in both these
instances, the Department of State bureaucrats involved were

master (President Kennedy) but rather promoting their own.”
A more recent example of bureaucrats promoting their own
public policy preferences was revealed in two recent newspaper
articles.? According to these accounts, a number of what were
termed "middle-level civil servants in one of the middle-sized
departments”’ have formed a clandestine group to foster public
debate about the Alberta government'’'s efforts to eliminate the
province’s deficit.’ If accurately reported, these
individuals reject the elected government’s approach and
ridicule the consultative process the Klein government has put
in place to allow citizens to participate in the process as
insincere.”



In place of the politicians’ initiatives, they propose a
number of alternatives which clash directly with the
government ‘s stated intentions.?* This represents a clear case
of insubordination to the elected officials by a group
ostensibly dedicated to serving the government of the day. If
correctly reported, it represents a political act, not an
administrative one, The issue here is not whether the
bureaucrats’ proposals represent a superior alternative. That
may well be the case. It may also be that this is no more
than an attempt by individuals to protect their interests
under the status quo. What is at issue, though, is whether
the political control of the province is to be in the hands of
elected officials accountable to the voters or under the
control of bureaucrats accountable only to whatever sense of
public service they may possess.

I acknowledge, however, that politicians are not powerless in
conflicts of this kind. They have, of course, the legal right
to enact legislation which dismantles perts of the public
service or assigns public functions over to private sector
operators. Or, in extreme circumstances, the can force public
segvants back to work in the event of a strike, as the federal
government did in 1991. But such action, Gruber reminds us,
entails significant control costs.™

The evidence from both the survey and the literature implies
that governmsnts in Canada do not control their bureaucracies
in the sense that Gruber defines that term. The question then
becomes: Is this appropriate or not? There are two possible
ways of looking at this. The first consists of taking a
normative approach. Bere one needs to decide whether the

purpose of government is primarily to protect the liberty of
the individual or to coordinate sccietal efforts to serve
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collective ends.’”’ These notions can be equated with what
Isaiah Berlin has called negative freedom and positive
freedom.?®> If one believes in the former, the conditions 1
have described above may give cause for concern, since the
individual’s freedom is indeed curtailed by the functioning of
the bureaucracy. 1f, however, one accepts the latter view,
the issue vanishes, since the question then becomes one of the

effective use of power.

On the other hand, given the size and heterogeneity of modern
democratic states and the complexity of the issues facing
their governments, to advocate that the individual citizen (or
even the elected officials) be directly involved in all public
policy decisions would likely lead to vast inefficiencies,
even if it were to actually allow full public control over
public bureaucracies. 1In other words, the social costs of
such control practices would be too high. This is what Gruber
means when she writes about the costs of control.?” The
question then becomes: What do politicians and the individual
Canadian need to do to ensure that the public bureaucracies
created to serve them remain responsive to their wishes, while
at the same time assuring that the administrative and
political skills of professional bureaucrats are not stymied
by ill-advised control mesasures?

Although this thesis did not examine it, a related questiea
vhich suggests iteelf is: Now do the politicians see the role
of bureaucrats in government? As I indicated in Chapter One,™
Canadians in general believe that bureaucrats should be
subordinate to political leaders. Official goverameat
statements on the issue are scarce. But at least two
governments have articulated a position. Pirst, the NMulroney
sdministration’s White Paper on the renswal of the federal
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public service issued in December 1990, ctlines that
government ‘s position as follows:

When all is said and done ... in our system
ministers are glected to decide whereas officials

are appointed to administer and advise.
In addition, a bulletin put out by the Alberta Government
Personnel Administration Office to all provincial employees
contains the following statement:

The Alberta government has adopted a vision, a
mission statement, and a set of values as a guide
to the work of every government employee. Your
departments have similar goals and principles that
help steer the business you do, and the way in
which you do it. Combined, they serve to ensure
we'’re working towards the same results.?

Both these statements betray a belief in the traditional view
that politicians decide, and that bureaucrats do no more than
advise politicians and implement policy. Neither acknowledges
that bureaucracies, as institutions, are power wielders in
their own right, with at least a measure of control over their
own actions. Nor do these statemsnts square with the
experience of the respondents to the survey. MNearly all of
them viewed themselves as having a significant influence on
the determination of public policy, either in terme of overall
agency activities, or with respect to those of their branch or
unit. At the very least, this suggests that at least these
public servants see themselves as participants in the policy-
making process, something that their political masters do not

appear to agree with.

Nowever, another viev appears to be emerging. In June of
1993, the Public Policy Porum, a public policy think tank
sponsored in part by the Canadian government and the
governments of British Columbia and Ontario, recommended that
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"the relationship between public servants, Ministers and
Parliamentarians....” be clarified.’ In addition, the Forum
also suggested that "Consideration should also be given to
structural changes for the purpose of providing greater scope
for initiative and entrepreneurship”"’ by public servantes.
Taken together, these proposals suggest that the decision-
making role of bureaucrats in the formulation of public policy
should not only be expanded but also openly recognized.

The conclusion one can draw from the evidence presented in
this thesis is that, in general, politicians (as well as a
majority of Canadians) believe that the role of bureaucracy in
government is limited to providing advice and implementing
policies decided upon by politicians. Bureaucrats, though,
appear to hold a different view.

D. Recommendatioas

In the first place, like Plasse,’ I bslieve that the time has
come to abandon the traditional view (and the structures and
policies that grow out of it) that politicians make policy and
that bureaucracies do no more than implesent it, in favour of
a paradigm that explicitly acknowledges the role of the
bureauczacy in the public policy-making process. in a
Canadian context, this may include a rethinking of the
principles of ministerial responsibility and of the political
neutrality of the public service.

with respect to the issue of ministerial responsibility, it
should be pointed ocut that ministers, particularly at the
federal level, have their authority to impose sanctioms on
individual workers, let alone whole departments or units,
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limited in a number of ways. For instance, their deputy
ministers are appointed by the Prime Minister and are thus not
only beholden to that office but also cannot be removed by a
minister without the Prime Minister’s consent. 1In addition,
as wvas mentioned in Chapter Two, in some cases legislation
gives deputy ministers certain authorities of their own which
are not dependent on a delegation by the minister. Moreover,
certain departmental functions, such as personnel and finance,
are governed by legislation beyond a minister’s personal
control.* In like manner, at the federal level there is
legislation which allows trade union activity. That
translates into institutionalized protection for public
servants and must perforce limit ministerial discretion in

dealing with them.

With respect to the notion of the political neutrality of
public servants in Canada, the evidence seems to suggest that,
despite pressure for them to do so from some quarters,
governments have generally abstained from politicizing their
public service, as this is generally understood. However, as
I have also argued earlier, there is evidence to suggest that
the politicization of the public service may be taking place
in ways wvhich were not anticipated, that have not yet been
properly examined, and for which no corrective measures yet
exist.

Secondly, I believe that governments need to change
legislation and procedures to better specify the functionms,
obligations, accountabilities, and protections for both
politicians and buresucrats serving at all levels of the
public sexvice. Ia the words of the report of the Public

Policy Forum eatitled Making dovernmant W¥Work, we need to
*Clarity the relationship between public servants, Ninisters
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and Parliamentarians."" gutherland, in her examination of the
events surrounding the Al-Mashat Affair, argues that in
deciding to have the enquiry into that episode carried out by
a parliamentary committee with powers to directly question the
public servants involved, the Mulroney government not only
assumed that administration {s “quite distinct from
politics,....* but that it also did the public servants
concerned an injustice in that it held them to account in a
forum where they lacked any standing and institutionalized
protection.!’ This recommendation would address both of these
quite legitimate objections. It would also accommodate
!ﬂl!iﬂ‘i ipﬁﬁh:nﬂan about the liqltlnéy of p'ublie

lmnl;i.an: plgacd on !inL:t-!!i" gbi.lity to prnpgsly manage
their departments and the apparent politicization of the
bureaucracy (at least at the federal level) associated with
the growth of public sector unions.

Thirdly, governments should change both legislation and
administrative practices so as to generate greater public
participation through forsally established bodies with real
decision-making powers in specified limited areas. By this I
do not mean that the authority of Parliament would be diluted
but rather that Parliament should, as suggested by the Public
Policy Porum, define the subject matter to be assigned to this
process, name the appropriate participants, set out the
cbjectives to bs achieved, the processes to be employed, and
the timetables for action,* then allow the participaats to do
the job they are tasked with. And finally, again as the
Public Policy Porum suggests, Parliament iteelf would be
accountable to review and evaluate the work of these bodies
and would retain its traditiomal authority to make changes.
In short, vhat I am propoeing here has much in common with
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what Kernaghan has described as a collaborative partnership
between governments and their citizens.*

As I indicated in Chapter Four, & majority of the survey
respondents signified that they believed in bringing members
of the public into the governing process through formally
established advisory or consultative bodies. 1 recognize
that my proposal would go beyond what the survey respondents
said they would be comfortable with. However, the two
positions are certainly not mutually exclusive. If the roles
and responsibilities of the players were to be specified as I
have suggested, public servants might well be comfortable with
public participation in government which would go beyond
strictly advisory or consultative functions. 1In that case,
one can assume that they would cooperate in making such a
process work effectively. 1In addition, the very fact that
bureaucrats and citizens would be regquired to interact in
face-to-face situations would, as Gruber suggests, mean that
citizens would become more a of a part of the bureaucrats’
frame of reference for making policy decisions.* And that,
Gruber notes, means that the citizen would exert more
influence on bureaucratic decisions.

My final recommendation is more comprehensive in nature and
could apply in conjunction with, and in support of, all of my
other proposale. I believe that politicians (and perhapes to
a lesser degree, individual citizens) should appeal to the
commitment to sexrviang the public exposed in the survey. That
message was clear, uneguivocal, and consisteat for all the
respondents. In additiom, over a lifetime in the public
sezvice I have myself freguently heard the same theme from
public servants at all levels inm the hierarchy. Aad what is
mote, I have wvitnessed its applicatioa is actiom on countless
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occasions. What I have in mind here is using the carrot of
suasion rather than the stick of bureaucrat-bashing in order
to encourage public servants to accept a greater degree of
public control.

I believe that my recommendations would enhance the citizen’s
control over the administrative apparatus of the state (the
bureaucracy), both directly and through the

politicians. If properly implemented, they would sacrifice
neither Parliament’s right and responsibility to govern nor
the benefits of the administrative and technical expertise
resident in the bureaucracy. Morecover, they would ensure that
the individual Canadians who work in our public bureaucracies
would not be exposed to either the personal degradation
suffered by the senior federal public servants involved in the
Al-Mashat Affair* or the ruinous effects of the kind of
litigation that Wise says face their American counterparts.*
On the other hand, neither would they be vested with the power
attributed to the officials of the Buropean Community® nor
accorded the kind of institutional protection envisaged by
Napoleon Bonaparte for the French civil service mentioned in
Chapter Two." Mor would my proposals involve a dilution of
the powers and prerogatives of Parliament or a change in the
relatioanships between the citizen and politician. Because of
the inherent weakness I believe an exchange systes exhibits in
an environment of scarcity, I do not, like Gruber, suggest
that approach in order to achieve democratic coatrol owver
public bureaucracies. Rather, I seek to build a solid
partnership between them, grounded on clear definitions of the
roles and responsibilities of the citisen, the politician, and

adversity.
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As 1 indicated in Chapter Four, my survey of public servants
in Alberta failed to fully support my hypothesis that Canadian
and American bureaucrats think differently about democratic
control of bureaucracies inasmuch as it suggests that they
share beliefs regarding the role of both politicians and
citizens in government.®’ On the other hand, in terms of their
divergent beliefs about the role of public servants in the
development of public policy, and of the capacity of
politicians to serve the public good, my survey tends to
confirm the hypothesis. The problem is obviously more complex
than appears at first glance. Nonetheless, both Gruber'’s
analysis and my own research may help illuminate a rather
indistinct image and provide a basis for the reform of our
administrative institutions in Canada.
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Please Describe briefly the job you do.

a. Who sets the limits on what you do on the job?

b. What kinds of limits?

Whom do you believe you serve in your job?

HBow much influence do you have over policy development?
What is the role of the politician in government?

Now well do you think the average politician understands
vhat you do?

What kinds of decisions should politicians make with
respect to your agency?

::v well does the average citizen understands what you
?

What is the role of the citizen in government?

(if any) with respect to your m?

In general, Tuuem. asocurately reflect what is
best to: the public in terms of public poliocy?
In ral, do you think that most of the time individual

citiszsens know what is best for themselves with respect to
public poliocy?

muun-mmummrnh tiom
in, and contreol over, the administratioa m?

yu,’ thing publ

It so, vhat is it?
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10304~64 Sreet
T6A 2M6

March 12, 199)

Dear 1

Pirst of all, I want ta thank you for your assistance and
support in agreeing an interview on the subject of
democratic control of butnnﬂrnglgl, which is the tople of my
thesis in a political ecience masters program at the
University of Alberta.

As I indicated in earlier today, I attach for your prior
reviev a copy of the questionnaire I have developed for this

project.

I also want to assure you that your responses to this
questionnaire are m for attribution, will remain
oonfidential, and will be blended with the responses of a
couple dosen other respondents for the purposes of my study.

As we agre I shall call on you at 10:00 a.m. on Friday,
March 26, 1”; ta: our interview.

Onoce again, my moet sincere thanks for your assistance with
this mjcéh It is much appreciated.

Yours truly,
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