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1. Introduction

When, in a 1964 essay, Herbert Kaufman pointed out the importance of political
scientists” and organization theoreticians’ paying attention to each others’ ana-
lytical instruments, the flow of information between the two disciplines was ex-
ceedingly small:

In the literature on organization theory, one rarely finds references even
to contemporary political theorists and almost never to those who wrote in
the past. By the same token, political theorists rarely seem to find anything
relevant to their interests in the work of students of organization. Measured
by the acknowledged exchange of information between the disciplines, the
gulf between them is wide and seldom bridged.!

Since then, political scientists have begun to take an interest in organization
theory. At least there are probably few political scientists who deny the value of
attempts at using organization theory within their own discipline. At the same
time, arguments for attempting empirical research on a non-theoretical basis have
disappeared from serious debate.

Even in a superficial comparison, the resemblances between the two disciplines
of political science and organization theory are striking. Both make organizations
their basic object of study, and the relevant problems are largely the same whether
or not the organization can be designated ‘political’.? However, there are few
analyses within the realm of political science that use theories and paradigms based
on organization theory. This applies, not least, to those subjects most naturally
connected with organization theory, namely pressure groups and public adminis-
tration.
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As far as the study of administration is concerned, this is particularly surpris-
ing, considering the fact that Herbert Simon’s Administrative Behavior, a natural
starting point, has been available since 1945. The reasons are difficult to explain,
but can partly be found in the strong dependence on law studies characteristic of
European political science.

The following essay contains a scheme of analysis for the study of public admin-
istration, The main outline of the scheme includes the information flow between
two suborganizations within an organization — the one that makes the decisions,
the decision-maker, and the one that carries them out, the implementer — as well
as the processes within these suborganizations, The paradigm has been tested
empirically a few times; for example, in a synopsis attempting an outline of the
problems relevant to the study of administration,? in a non-frequency content anal-
ysis of the Swedish debate on decentralization,* and in a study of administrative re-
form in the Swedish county councils.* Re-worded, the paradigm could probably
be used for a study of the relations between the decision-maker and those trying
to influence him.

2. The Organization

The control process is concerned with the relations between the decision-maker and
the implementer in an organization. The distinction between these two roles is seen
as an analytical matter. He who in relation to one level is implementer can in re-
lation to another level be decision-maker.® The simple model presented here pre-
sumes that an organization consists of a decision-making unit and one or more
implementation units.

According to a common definition, an organization means ‘an arrangement of
interdependent parts, each having a special function with respect to the whole’. It
has ‘a basic objective, and to be viable it must have some control system to
guarantee accomplishment of this objective’.” It is sometimes questionable whether
an organization actually has one basic goal in view, especially when dealing with
the political system, the type of organization which is the object of analysis in this
paper. Goals can be imagined at different levels so that the achievement of one
goal is a prerequisite for the achievement of other goals. Such an intermediate goal
could be that the organization system should continue to exist, which might be a
prerequisite for achieving ends such as happiness and prosperity for the individual 2
Because the organization is still goal-oriented, it must have some form of control
process that coordinates its activities toward the determined goals. The problems
arising from goal conflicts will not be discussed here.

The fact that the organization’s activities are pgoal-oriented implies that its
decision-making is rational.® When it is a matter of the importance of such a pre-
requisite for studies of organization theory and of the level of rationality that is
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supposed to exist in organizations, this study refers to the opinion expressed by
Simon:

A theory of administration or organization cannot exist without a theory
of rational cheoice. Human behavior in organizations is best described as
‘intendedly rational’; and it merits that description more than any other
sector of human behavior.!?

The crganization must be an open system, which means that it communicates
with its environment via input and output. Apart from this, the organization is
presumed to have a number of qualities so chosen that the model can be quite
easily defined in terms of a political system.

These qualities are: 1) the organization must be so large that it includes
special suborganizations which take care of the decision-making and implementa-
tion functions; 2) ‘the distance’ between decision-maker and implementers must
be so large that communication between them cannot take place by face-to-face
contacts; 3) the organization’s activity must be of a range that excludes the
decision-maker from taking part in every individual implementation case.

3. The Variables in the Control Process

The organization is presumed to include a control process that coordinates its ac-
tivities toward its determined goals. This process can be described as an informa-
tion transaction between decision-maker and implementer. It concerns primarily a
communication problem that should be analyzed on the basis of the information
that is the main content of the communication.!* Transactions other than of in-
formation also occur. Kochen and Deutsch, for instance, discuss the transfer of
‘people, things and information with reference to the process of decentraliza-
tion’.!2 However, the first two of these objects of transfer can also be analyzed in
terms of information.

The communication process, more than most phenomena, has been the object
of study in the social sciences. This has resulted in communication analysts’ de-
veloping a well-tried scheme of analysis — the so-called communication paradigm.
The relation between decision-maker and implementer in the organization is ana-
Iyzed in terms of this scheme.

In its classical version, the communication paradigm was worded: Who says
what, to whom, how, and with what outcome?'? Thus five variables, transmitter,
communication, receiver, channel, and outcome, were obtained. Research has
gradually added new variables to the paradigm, one of which is the transmitter's
intentions or goals, i.e. answering the question: Why is a communication trans-
mitted?'* Another variable refers to the current situation, ie. answering the
question: Under what circumstances does the communication take place?!s With
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these two new variables, the scheme of analysis can be reformulated as: Who says
what, why, under what circumstances, to whom, how, and with what outcome?
With the introduction of computers, information technique has developed at a
tremendous speed. Where the communication paradigm is concerned, this has re-
sulted in the addition of a further variable. If the transmitter is to function ration-
ally, it must be informed of the results of its communication. Without such informa-
tion, it is unable to correct undesirable results. Information about the results of
the communication is obtainad through a process called ‘feedback’ in cybernetic
terminology.'® It can be described as a communication in a channel to the trans-
mitter. Feedback is added to the communication paradigm as an eighth variable.
To sum up, the scheme of analysis involves two agents — one that sends a com-
munication, the transmitter, and one that receives it, the receiver — and two chan-
nels via which communications are transmitted — one from the transmitter to
the receiver, and the other for the feedback communication from the receiver to the
transmitter. The activity of the transmitter has a purpose, and its communications
result in outcomes. All this takes place in a particular situation that covers all the
activities involved that have not been included in the variables enumerated so far.

The communication paradigm is now applied to the relation between decision-
maker and implementer in an organization with the above-mentioned qualities.
The agents then become the suborganizations, i.e. the transmitter (the decision-
maker) and the receiver (the implementer). Naturally, exchanged roles can also
be imagined, i.e. the implementer becoming the transmitter and the decision-
maker the receiver. In this study, the former communication channel is analyzed;
this in no wise implies that, in general, it is more important than the other channel.
It is merely a question of an analytical delimitation, which is justified on the basis
of the fundamental problems in the study.

The decision-maker’s conscious attempts to influence the implementation in a
certain direction are called steering. This consists mainly of information formulated
in various ways, although it can also consist of other things, for instance money.
The latter form of steering is described in terms of information. The steering con-
sciousness of the decision-maker presumes that he has goals for his activity and
that the steered implementation will result in outcomes. The difference between
goals and outcomes can be szid to be a measure of the rationality of the decision,
and the difference between decision and implementation a measure of the reli-
ability of the steering. The information produced by the feedback process partly
reflects the conscious efforts of the decision-maker to get information about the
rationality of his decision and the reliability of the steering, This activity, which
follows the implementation decision, is called review.!” Review can be measured in
terms of both scope and effectiveness. Its scope applies to that part of the imple-
mentation that is the object of the review, and its effectiveness to those parts of the
deviations that are indicated by the review. To the extent that the review indicates
deviations, the decision-maker can correct the implementation by re-sieering. Re-
steering means steering that is used after an indication of a deviation.
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Both steering and review communications are transmitted through channels.
The qualities of these channels are one of the variables that determine the reli-
ability of the steering and the review.!® These qualities include the ability of the
channel to transmit communications faultlessly, the time the communication takes,
the costs of the communication, and the capacity of the channel.?® When the
decision-maker determines his steering and review strategies, the qualities of the
two channels are one of the basic variables.?®

Finally, the control process is influenced by its environment, The variables in-
volved here are called situation variables,

The control process can be summarized using four main variables, which can
in some ways be said to include all communication variables. These main variables
are the decision-making process, steering, the implementation or administrative
process, and review, These four variables are discussed in more detail in the rest
of the study. First, however, we shall survey and describe them as in Figure 1.21
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Figure 1. The Control Process.

1. The process of decision-making leads to a decision.

2. The deecision is transmitted by means of steering to an implementer.

3. The implementer carries out the decision via the administrative process,

4. By review, the decision-maker is informed of the reliability of the steering and the ration-
ality of the decision.

5. If the review does not indicate any deviation, the control process begins again from 1.

6. If the review indicates deviation, the decision-maker can re-steer the implementation.

7. If the review does not indicate any deviation from the re-steering, the control process

begins again from 1.

8. If the review indicates deviation from the re-steering, the control process begins again
from 6.

4, The Decision Processes

Of the two decision processes included in the control process, the decision-maker
takes care of the decision-making process, and the implementer of the administra-
tive process. To permit further reasoning, the content of these processes must be

3 Scandinavian Political Scudies
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accurately defined. The analysis of steering requires a more detailed examination
of the administrative process, because ‘a component can only cause a charnge in
the productive behavior of another component by influencing its decision-making
behavior’,?2 and an analysis of the decision-making process is necessary in order to
be able to understand the total activity of the organization.

As pointed out earlier, the distinction between decision-maker and implementer
is an analytical one. In the implementer’s suborganization, the same distinction
can be made between the person who makes the administrative decision and the
person who carries it out. In this relation, too, there are possibilities for deviations,
especially if the implementer’s suborganization involved is very large. In order not
to further complicate the model of the control process, no deviation is presumed
to exist between the administrative decision and its execution.??.

Because both the decision-making process and the administrative process are
processes of decision, they should have certain basic qualities in common, The
above reasoning based on general organization theory is therefore valid for both
types of decision processes.

The decision process includes all the considerations that the agent takes into ac-
count when he makes his decision. The decision itself can be described as the
agent’s conscious choice between two or more courses of action. From this stand-
point — presented by Ramstrom in a very claborate form — the decision process
can be analyzed as an information process where a decision rule is used to change
a certain amount of information called the decision basis into a decision.?* Both
the decision basis and the decision rule depend on the organization’s resources.
Broadly speaking, the resources consist of money, trained personnel, a suitable
organization, technical aids, and so on.?s

The three variables in the decision process, namely the decision rule, the deci-
sion basis, and the resources, are mutually dependent. It costs money to provide
the decision basis with information and to interpret the information. Only trained
personnel can make decisions with the aid of precise decision rules. Thus there is
a relation between the resources, on the one hand, and the decision basis and
the decision rule on the other. There is also a relation between the two latter vari-
ables. The better the information basis, the more precise the usable decision rules;
and the more precise the decision rule used, the greater the demands made on the
decision basis. 28

Following normal present-day practice in studies of organization theory, a deci-
sion rule based on bounded rationality is postulated. The decision-maker, the
administrative man, acts rationally on the basis of the information available to him;
therefore, one sometimes speaks of a decision rule that is based on subjective
rationality.?” This decision model differs from an earlier model of ‘economic
man’ mainly on two points. Whereas the latter had complete information and aimed
at an optimum decision, the administrative man has incomplete information and
seeks only a satisfying decision.?® The model of economic man was too unrealistic
to be fruitful in organization analysis. This is chiefly because the information was
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considered definite. In reality, time, money, and effort are required to get infor-
mation and then to interpret it. The decision-maker is also limited in his capacity
to deal with a number of matters at the same time and can only absorb a limited
amount of data, Uncertainty is ever present in decision-making, especially when
it refers to certain types of prognoses.?® The decision-maker is therefore presumed
to turn to a decision rule with *bounded rationality’.

The bounded rationality decision rule involves the following considerations: the
goals must be formulated; only a few of the possible courses of action are taken
into account; the situation is obscure, as are its developmental tendencies, which
must be roughly estimated; uncertainty prevails about the relation between means
and goals (it must therefore be estimated by rule of thumb); a satisfying course
of action is chosen when the decision is made.3°

A decision rule based on bounded rationality also makes demands on the deci-
sion basis. In order to make decisions with, on the whole, some degree of ration-
ality, certain information is required. This information can be specified using the
five information precedents, which match the considerations listed above: informa-
tion about goals, means, the situation, the prognosis for the relation between means
and goals (prognosis), and the outlook for the development of the situation (situa-
tion prognosis).®!

The rationale of decision-making so far discussed applies to both the decision-
making process and the administrative process. Later, the two processes will be
discussed separately: the decision-making process with regard to goal formulation,32
and the administrative process with regard to various types of administrative deci-
sions. The relations of the latter process to steering and review are discussed in
the two remaining sections (5 and 6) of this paper.

The decision-maker is supposed to formulate the organization’s objectives. He
is dependent on information from his environment and from other people in the
organization. Thus, the implementer can well exercise a decisive influence on the
organization’s objectives.*® A common way of approaching the analysis of the
objectives of an organization lies in the use of means-end hierarchies.® It is then
supposed that the agent can fit his means and goals into the different levels of
such a scheme. It can be assumed that a decision-maker acting with bounded
rationality can hardly hope to achieve a completely formulated means-end hierar-
chy. However, he is presumed to be able to achieve some form of roughly de-
limited, more or less explicitly formulated scheme. He can then use this scheme
as an aid to his decision-making. In an analysis of an organization, this scheme
can be reconstructed as a mapping of the agents’ objectives and of their concepts
of the relations between different means and goals.? When attempts are made to
reconstruct such a means-end hierarchy, proper consideration — as pointed out
above — should be paid to all the difficulties caused by the problem of rationality.?¢

The administrative process is the object of steering and review by the decision-
maker and, in addition, receives information from the environment. Of particular
interest in this context, however, is that the implementer’s suborganization makes
decisions founded, so to speak, on different levels:
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1. Administrative decisions that decide the output of the organization;
Administrative decisions that are directed to another part of the organiza-
tion; for instance, the decisions involved in the preparation of the decision-
maker’s decisions;

3. Administrative decisons that remain within the implementation suborganization;
for instance, decisions concerning different types of internal matters, such as
appointment instructions, atc.

The direct steering discussed below concerns the output of the implementation
suborganization, i.e. decisions as in points 1 and 2.

5. Steering

Steering is defined as the conscious attempts of the decision-maker to influence
implementation in a desired direction.3” Three steering problems are discussed
in more detail below: 1) the qualities of the steering forms, 2) the relations of the
steering forms to the variables in the administrative process, and 3) the reliability
of the steering and the rationality of the decision.

If the key variables of the control process are expressed in steering terms, the
following are obtained: steering subjects consisting of the decision-maker and pos-
sible steering units; steering objects, which are the variables in the administrative
process; and steering forms (simply called steering) which are the types (and in
the case of indirect steering also the content) of communications through which
steering takes place.®® Re-steering, which has the same qualities as other forms of
steering, is discussed together with the review in section 6. As pointed out earlier,
steering problems can be found in several places in the organization; for instance,
they are involved in the relation between decision-maker and steering units.*® To
simplify things, the latter steering is presumed to be reliable (as is all other steering
that does not concern the relation between decision-maker and implementer).
This stipulation can be seen as a result of the desire to keep the model as simple
as possible.

Four different dimensions can be distinguished in the property space of the
various forms of steering. (Dimensions 2, 3, and 4 refer to the formulations of the
steering communications.) They are:

[y

The material content of the steering.

2. Direct-indirect steering. With direct steering, the implementer is given goals
and/or means for the implementation suborganization’s output. Indirect steer-
ing is meant to influence the implementer’s ability and/or will to carry out the
direct steering;*®

3. Specific-general steering. In specific steering, the decision-maker intends to
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influence one implementation decision only, whereas, in general steering, he
tries to influence all implementation decisions in general or all decisions of
a certain type.*!

4. Precise-imprecise steering. Each form of steering includes a continuum from
the most precise indication to the most imprecise indication of the methods that
the decision-maker would like the implementer to use. The less precise the
steering, the greater is the scope given to the implementer to make an impres-
sion on the organization’s output.42

These four dimensions provide a property space for classification into steering
forms. By combining direct steering with the dimension called specific-general
steering, one can obtain order steering and rule steering. With the former, the
steering communication covers the goals and/or means for an individual case; with
the latter, it covers goals and/or means for all implementation cases of a specific
type.*3 In the latter form, the implementer is thus given a rule that he must
apply to individual cases.

Indirect steering can be viewed in many different ways. From the point of view
of its material content one can split it into recruitment steering and form steering.
Recruitment steering indicates that the decision-maker employs or establishes the
bases for the employment of personnel in the implementation suborganization.
Form steering covers the formation of the implementer’s organization, processes,
personnel conditions, and territory, While both form steering and recruitment
steering are mostly used in a general sense, they can also be used specifically, for
instance, with regard to recruitment steering if an official is employed to make one
implementation decision only and is then dismissed. Two more indirect steering
forms can be derived from consideration of the material content of the steering.
These are financial steering and information steering, both of which can be used
in a specific and a general manner, Financial steering includes the money required
for the operation of the implementation suborganization and for the execution of
the organization’s task. If the implementer lacks his own resources, as is usually
the case, his activity is completely dependent on financial steering. Information
steering can be interpreted as a variable that includes all the other indirect steer-
ing possibilities not mentioned above. The decision-maker can use information
steering to vary the extent to which he sets his imprint on the implementer’s deci-
sion basis. Training steering, where the decision-maker can ‘indoctrinate’ the
implementation personnel, can be seen as a special form of information steering.
Information steering can also be used to strengthen the decision-maker’s influ-
ence on the implementer.?s Indirect forms of steering can also range from extreme
vagueness to great precision in their prescription of the methods to be used.

Material content is not included in direct steering, but is restricted to a special
variable called subject areas. The decision-maker can use steering to influence all
three variables of the administrative process, ie. the decision basis, the decision
rule, and the resources. Direct steering is aimed at the decision rule. When direct
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steering provides goals or means for the organization’s output, it ‘locks’ the deci-
sion rule in the position indicated in the steering communication. If the steering
indicates methods precisely, the calculation of the bounded rationality decision-
maker will be locked in a position where he merely has to carry out the steering
communication. If, instead, the steering is imprecise, he will perform every item
in the calculation except goal formulation, which the steering has already locked
by indicating the output goal. Of the indirect steering forms, recruitment and
information steering affect the decision basis, and financial form and recruitment
steering (which thus influence two variables) affect the resources. The latter three
forms also influence the decision basis and the decision rule through their effect
on the resources.*® The above reasoning about direct steering presupposes a situa-
tion where the steering is reliable.

In reality it is by no means certain that the decision-maker’s steering will result
in the desired behavior of the implementer or that it will achieve the desired out-
comes. The question of the reliability of the steering and the rationality of the de-
cision is one of the essential problems of steering. The reliability of the steering is
defined as the difference between the decision and the way it is implemented. No
difference exists between them when the steering is absolutely reliable.4” The
rationality of the decision is defined as the difference between the intended out-
come (the goal) and the result achieved (the outcome), when the steering is
reliable. There is no difference between goal and outcome when a decision is com-
pletely rational.

Because the model assumes that the decision-maker’s rationality is bounded, the
consequent loss of rationality in his decision-making can be expected to lead to
deviations between goals and outcomes. No analysis of this problem is attempted
here; it is sufficient to point out the difficulties of empirical measurement.
When a deviation between poals and outcomes is detected in a real-life situa-
tion, how large a part of this must be ascribed to the lack of reliability in the
steering?

When discussing the reliability of the steering, two different situations must be
taken into consideration. The first is one in which the implementer tries to carry out
the decision, but for some reason is unable to do so. This could be, for instance,
because he does not understand the intentions underlying the decision, because he
lacks the resources necessary for its execution, or because the decision simply can-
not be executed.*® It can also be that the steering communication does not reach
him in the condition intended, and this can be due to deficiencies in trans-
mission, for instance the poor quality of the communication channel.

The second situation implies that the implementer consciously diverges from the
steering, although he has correctly understood it. There is in this case a power
problem, which is well worth closer examination, If the angle of approach is
changed to that of the implementer, one can formulate the problem by posing the
question: Why does the implementer obey the decision-maker’s steering? For the
large organization, which is involved here, at least three sets of reasons can be
imagined:?
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1. The implementer obeys for fear of penalty or wish for reward;

2. The implementer obeys because he believes the decision to be rational or be-
cause it agrees with his evaluations;

3. The implementer obeys because he appreciates the decision-maker personally
or because he always obeys the steering communications from certain organiza-
tion roles, irrespective of who occupies the role,

If we attempt to analyze these three different sets of reasons for obedience from
the standpoint of the decision-maker, we face, above all, the question: Which forms
of power or influence make the implementer follow or obey the steering? In the
very extensive literature on influence, there are several different classifications of
these forms; however, in this context, there is little reason to discuss them more
closely.5® Nonetheless, we can with profit pause to consider the last two of the
three sets of reasons for obedience listed above. When the implementer obeys be-
cause he understands a decision to be rational, it usually means that the decision-
maker exercises power expertly. When the implementer obeys according to the
various reasons in the third set, the decision-maker is considered to exercise
authority over the implementer. In Weber's example, authority is defined as a
special form of power. If the implementer obeys because he appreciates the deci-
sion-maker personally, it is charismatic authority; if he always obeys certain roles,
the occupier of the decision-making role exercises either traditional or legal au-
thority. In practice, the various forms of authority can be combined together. Legal
authority is usually regarded as the most important in large modern organizations.5!

The decision-maker is presumed to use steering as an instrument to obtain
power over the organization. In what ways can the various steering forms be re-
lated to the different reasons for obedience? Manipulation of penalties or rewards
can be made through information steering, for instance by advising the implementer
of what to expect if he diverges from the steering or if he follows the steering well.
However, this form of power is thought to have great limitations and can hardly
of itself produce reliable steering in a large organization. A considerably better
guarantee of reliable steering would occur if the implementer shared the evaluations
of the decision-maker or understood him to be rational. Information steering can
function here too by allowing the decision-maker to determine, to some extent, the
content of the information the implementer has access to. In this way the imple-
menter’s possibilities of formulating alternatives to the steering are reduced. Re-
cruitment steering can function similarly. At the same time as the decision-maker
selects a certain official to do the implementation, he also chooses a certain deci-
sion basis for this implementation, i.e. the evaluations and knowledge of the offj-
cial. This will naturally influence the administrative process. Where the decision-
maker exercises a high degree of authority over the implementer, this offers a per-
haps even greater guarantee of reliability. This authority relation can also be in-
fluenced by information steering, because the implementer’s interpretation of the
authority situation must depend on his information. In the large modern organiza-
tion, all these power forms can be expected to occur side by side.5?
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6. Review

Consequently it cannot autornatically be presumed that correctly formulated steer-
ing will be correctly implemented (the reliability problem), or that reliable steer-
ing will have the intended outcomes (the rationality problem). The decision-
maker therefore depends on a mechanism that can inform him of possible devia-
tions. This mechanism can be called reviews? and is defined as the conscious at-
tempts of the decision-maker to obtain information about the reliability of the
steering and the rationality of the decision. Problems of review can be discussed
under three headings: 1) review forms, 2) the effectiveness and scope of review,
and 3) re-steering.

If the key variables of the control process are expressed in review terms, we
have review subjects consisting of the decision-maker and possible review units,
review objects which are the administrative process, the implementation decision,
and the outcomes of the output, and finally review forms (usually abbreviated to
review), which are the activities through which the review is carried out.5® The
review forms can be analyzed on the basis of the information they provide con-
cerning the review object.® It is from this information aspect that the review can
be interpreted as a form of institutionalized feedback.

The property space of the review forms will here contain two dimensions: the
object of the review and the initiator of the review:

1. The review object. In a review of the reliability of the steering, the review is
concerned with the administrative process — the process review, or with the
administrative decision — the decision review. In a review of the rationality of
the decision, the review is concerned with the outcomes of the implemen-

~ tation — the outcome review;

2. The review initiative. In an active review, the initiative is taken by the review
subject, In a passive review, the Initiative is taken by someone else, a sub-
organization or an individual.5s

The review can be analyzed with regard to its effectiveness. An absolutely ef-
fective review identifies all the deviations in the implementation cases that are the
object of the review. The effectiveness of the review can thus be measured as the
difference between the number of deviations that have occurred and the number
indicated in the implementation cases that have been reviewed. The review can
also be analyzed on the basis of its scope. The more implementation cases that are
the object of review, the more extensive is the review.

When the decision-maker determines his review strategy, he is faced primarily
with a cost problem. A prerequisite for achieving a higher degree of rationality
is that the review should cover all implementation cases and that it should cor-
rectly identify all deviations. This means that it must be both of total scope and
absolute effectiveness, which must result in high costs. In order to reduce these
costs somewhat, various restrictions on the scope of the review can be imagined,
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for instance that only reliability is reviewed, or only rationality, or that the re-
views are carried out in some random form. One possibility is to choose the
less cost-demanding passive review, which can be initiated outside the organiza-
tion management.>” In the choice of control strategy, the implementer cannot be
ignored either, For instance, sometimes the mere occurrence of reviews that are
too extensive and effective can reduce the motivation of the implementer,®

The review information supplied to the decision-maker can show that the re-
view has either detected deviations or has failed to indicate any (cf. Figure 1). When
a deviation has been indicated, the decision-maker (or the steering and review
units) can re-steer the implementation. Re-steering is a form of steering that comes
into operation as a result of a deviation-indicating review. Otherwise, re-steering
can be executed through some of the other forms of steering discussed above (cf.
section 5). The question of how to construct re-steering in cases of deviation from
the direct steering is a matter that will have to be discussed further. Re-steering
does not necessarily imply the use of order steering. One can suppose, for instance,
that re-steering could require that an implementation decision that had led to a
deviation should be nullified. An attempt could then be made to use some form of
indirect steering to get the implementer to produce an acceptable implementation.
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