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The literature of the last decade indicates two important lessons for future
research. The first is that political scientists and scholars in related fields have
rediscovered the nature and ubiquity of politics. In particular, they have realized
that neither public administration nor organization theory can solve political
issues. The second lesson is that the growth of government has enlarged the list of
important political actors with the addition of numerous ‘public’ groups,
organizations, and institutions. The combined message of the two lessons is that
analyses of the public sector and policy-making should be sensitive to the
importance of political actors in the public sector, This paper is a preliminary
attempt (based on elite questionnaire datal to map the general struciure of the
Danish policy-making system by focusing on the interactions among government
bureaucrats, interest organizations, and MPs. These elites are further included in
an analysis of public expenditure problems, with particular emphasis on the (often
neglected) role of political parties and their relationships to various groups and
segments of society. The emergent overall picture of the policy-making system
indicates problems that presumably cannot be “solved' within the framework of a
democratic polity.

Two Important Lessons of the Last Decade

The mood of political scientists in the West seems to mirror the social
and economic conditions of Western societies. The optimism of the
1960’s and early 1970’s is matched only by the pessimism of the late
1970's and early 1980’s. During the last decade most Western societies
apparently faced new difficulties and challenges: The public sector grew
out of control, policy failures and lack of government authority became
visible, badly needed reforms and reorganizations did not work out as
planned, taxpayers reacted to the growth of taxation and public expendi-
tures, etc. Referring to parts of the gloomy post-1973 literature Brian
Barry commented that several authors were "grotesquely over-reacting to
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the disequilibriating effects of a sudden fourfold increase in the price of
crude oil' (Barry 1979, 194). Barry probably was right, but some recent
developments nonetheless ought to be mentioned because they indicate
two important lessons for future research.

The first lesson is that political scientists and scholars in related fields
have rediscovered the nature and ubiquity of politics. In particular they
have realized that neither public administration nor organization theory
can solve political issues. Organizational reforms and rearrangements
designed to reduce the public sector or to rationalize policy-making
procedures are extremely difficult to implement because they invariably
mobilize adversely affected interests. Donald P. Warwick'’s analysis of the
U.S. State Department is a good illustration of this point. Warwick
concludes that “a reorganization plan pegged only to considerations of
rationality is doomed a failure. . . . Almost any significant change in the
executive bureaucracy touches the interests and self-definitions not only
of the employees involved, but also of related congressional committees,
constituency groups, and interested publics’ (Warwick 1975, 205). This
conclusion is quite consistent with findings of U. §. Congressional and
policy-making research. Thus, J. Lieper Freeman (1965), Roger H.
Davidson (1974, 1977), Randall B. Ripley & Grace A. Franklin (1976),
and others used terms like 'political subsystems’, ‘subgovernments’, ‘cozy
triangles’ and *policy-making triads’ to describe the patterns of interaction
among congressional committees, bureaucrats, and external interests in
various policy areas. It may be that these triads are not 'iron triangles’
any more, and several new types of political actors have certainly
emerged in a number of fields (Heclo 1978; Davidson 1980; Jordan
1981), but the name of the game is still politics.

Politics is also what ultimately accounts for the *policy failures’ of "the
waning welfare state’. Fritz W. Sharpf notes that a unidimensional model
of the policy-making process is inadequate and proposes another model
in which ‘each step in the policy process is regarded as the outcome or
result of interaction process in which a variety of participants with
differing perceptions, differing institutional and personal goals and
interests, and differing power and resistance potentials are pursuing a
variety of strategies in the context of relatively stable interaction “games™’
(Sharpf 1977, 348).

Numerous other studies could be quoted to illustrate the ‘politics-is-
still-politics’ lesson. The crucial point is the following: In a non-dictatorial
social and political order various political actors pursue their self-interests
in all matters of importance to them by utilizing their resources through
the channels of influence available. Whereas the collective or social out-
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comes of these endeavours may be tolerable in times of economic growth,
they often create ‘problems’ in times of less fortunate economic condi-
tions.

The second lesson is that the growth of government has enlarged the
list of important political actors with the addition of a number of *public’
groups, organizations, and institutions. As Samuel H. Beer (1976) shows,
political actors other than parties and private interest groups are influen-
tial in the "new public-sector politics’, in particular the professions and
technocrats of the "professional-bureaucratic complex’. There are no rea-
sons to believe that the new public actors are motivated by considerations
fundamentally different from those of ‘private’ actors. The corollary is
that governing becomes more difficult as more problems and tensions in
society are represented in government (Rose 1981, 24). A similar idea is
forwarded by B. Guy Peters & Martin O. Heisler (1981) who note a para-
dox: While government has grown as measured by most indicators, its
authority may actually have shrunk.

One important aspect of government growth is the increasing number
of citizens employed in the public (service) sector. Although a satisfactory
distinction between the ‘public’ and the ‘private’ sector is yvet to be found
(Peters & Heisler 1981), it appears that the political behavior of public
employees is extremely understudied in political science. Electoral and
mass behavior studies rarely introduce private vs. public employment as
an independent variable. For that reason it is not possible to tell, for ex-
ample, whether the potential emergence of a new class of young techno-
crats and professionals exposing a postmaterialist ideology (Inglehart
1981) in effect is a possible new class of public employees.

Such a possibility may seem a bit far-fetched, but some research indi-
cates that it cannot be ruled cut a priori in the Danish case. Ten years ago
Jorgen S. Dich published a much debated book, The Ruling Class (‘Den
herskende klasse’, reviewed in the APSR, vol. 71, no. 4 (December,
1977), pp. 1697f) arguing that the employees in the health, education,
and welfare sectors have become a ruling class whereas in the past they
were servants of the public. Today, about 1/3 of the Danish labor force is
employed by the state and local governments (Westergaard-Nielsen 1980;
Jeppesen 1982). It should be mentioned that, apart from public trans-
portation, communication, and utilities, nationalized industries are virtu-
ally absent in Denmark, that public service institutions (especially in the
fields of education, health, and social welfare) are dominating in terms of
the number of employees (Kristensen 1982a; Hibbs & Madsen 1981), and
that the annual growth of the number of public employees was about 5
per cent in the latest five-year period (Nordstrand 1981). While no
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systematic study of Danish public employees has been published so far,
some scattered findings of relevance can be mentioned.

A research team (Damgaard 1980) has demonstrated that in Denmark
public employees are generally more active in politics than their counter-
parts in the private sector of society: They are more active in party
politics, better organized in trade unions as well as more active in such
organizations, and more likely to be single-issue activists (in particular
those employed in health, education, and welfare) than employees in the
private sector. Public employees also tend to be more leftist in their
political orientations, more likely to perceive capitalist influence and less
likely to perceive bureaucratic influence than employees in the private
sector of society.

A study by J. Goul Andersen (1981) further shows that public
employees are more supportive of existing social welfare programs than
employees in the private sector. They also are less likely to think that
welfare programs are abused and that politicians are too lavish with
taxpayers’ money. Interestingly, a breakdown into policy arcas reveals
that public employees primarily want increased funds for their own aresas
and not necessarily for other parts of the public sector.

The combined message of the two lessons is that analyses of the public
sector and policy-making should be sensitive to the increasing importance
of political actors in the public sector. As a first step in this direction, this
paper attempts to outline the general structure of the Danish policy-
making system by focusing on the interactions among government
bureaucrats, interest organizations, and MPs. Ultimately, the nature and
structure of these interactions explain the lack of successful reforms in
the public sector.

The analysis is based on data from questionnaires administered to Da-
nish elites by a research team based at Aarhus University.!

Wherever possible, a distinction is made between the private and the
public sectors to examine important similarities and differences. The fol-
lowing three sections focus on the relations between bureaucrats, interest
organizations, and MPs in pairwise combinations. Then, under *Political
Actors and Public Expenditures’ all elites are included in an analysis of
some aspects of public expenditures with particular emphasis on the {of-
ten neglected) role of political parties and their relationships to various
groups and segments of society. The paper is an attempt to put some
pieces of new information together, and the emergent overall picture of
an advanced welfare state suggests problems of government with no ‘so-
lutions’ in a democratic political order.
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Bureaucrats and Organized Interests

As mentioned above, political actors are assumed to pursue their self-
interests in policy-making. The actors may be of a 'private’ or 'public’
type, bureaucrats and institutions, organizations and groups, MPs, par-
ties, citizens, etc. (Olsen 1978). In a democratic order no single actor is in
a position to impose a policy upon the rest of society. Hence, they are all
in need of allies for the making of decisions or for preventing undesired
policy changes.

That interest groups pursue and protect rather well-defined interests is
given by definition. The interests of bureaucrats are assumed to include
increases in funding that can be used for organizational and personnel ex-
pansion, higher service levels, etc. MPs and parties above all need votes
and are therefore likely to promote the interests of those groups and seg-
ments of society that can provide the votes. From these assumptions it fol-
lows that specific causes and issues tend to create alliances of particularly
interested actors which, if effective, produce decisions of mutual benefit
to the members of the coalitions and, possibly, at the expense of the soci-
ety at large (Damgaard 1977, 259 - 282).

Previous research (reviewed in Damgaard 1981; Buksti 1982) provides
strong evidence for the existence of sectorization and specialization in
policy-making. Extending this research, the analysis attempts to reveal
possible similarities and differences in the political processes associated
with ‘private’ and *public’ sectors respectively.

The organization of the central administrative bureaucracy, and partic-
ularly the horizontal distribution of tasks and responsibilities among min-
istries, may be analyzed in different ways. With Rose (1976) one can talk
about ‘state defining functions’ (activities related to defense, internal
order, and mobilization of finance) and other, more recently adopted,
functions (mobilization of physical resources and provisions of social
benefits). It is also possible to conceive of ministries as reflecting strong
interests of different kinds. Apart from the minisiries in charge of state
defining functions, ministries are usually created as responses to demands
from social, economic, and institutional interests. However, once estab-
lished, all ministries develop a life of their own with distinct and selfish
interests. That is why reorganizations not associated with growth or with
the creation of new ministries are so difficult to implement.

Although tasks, policy-areas, and interests differ in a number of ways,
a rough distinction can be made between private and public sector minis-
tries. Some ministries are mainly in charge of the regulation of the private
production sector of society, others are mainly responsible for the
production and distribution of public services. Such a categorization is
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proposed and used by Jorgen Grennegard Christensen (1980, 1981) who,
in addition, lists ministries with either coordination or general societal
regulative functions. Christensen’s typology is used with minor modifica-
tions in this analysis. The private sector ministries are: Agriculture,
industry, fisheries, labor, and housing. The public sector ministries
comprise social welfare, education, interior (health), culture, church,
defense, and public works. Orher ministries are finance, taxation, en-
vironment, justice, foreign affairs, and energy. The Prime Minister’s
Office and the Ministry of Greenland have been left out of the analysis.

Previous studies lead to the expectation that bureaucrats in most minis-
tries indeed have close contacts to interest organizations. But there are
two reasons for believing that bureaucrats in private sector ministries
tend to be more involved with interest organizations than their colleagues
in public sector ministries. One reason is the existence of big and
well-established economic organizations with clear interests in the areas
covered by the private sector ministries. Another reason is that public
sector ministries often have ‘clients’ and interested parties other than
organizations, as, for example, public institutions, specialized groups of
state and local government employees, other interested publics, etc.

Table | shows that 58 per cent of the top and middle level bureaucrats
have regular contacts (i.e. at least once a month) to interest organizations.
It also reveals, as expected, that such contacts are more widespread
among bureaucrats in private sector ministries than among bureacrats in
public sector ministries. However, the contacts of bureaucrats in the two
types of ministries presumably involve different kinds of interest organi-
zations.

Table 1. Percentage of Top and Middle Level Burcaucrats in Different Types of Ministries
Reporting Regular Contacts with Interest Organizations

Type of Ministry Regular Contact with Interest Organizations
Pet. (N)
Private Sector Ministry 71 (86)
Public Sector Minstry 56 (151
Other Ministry 51 {126)
Total 38 (363)

To test this possibility, interest organizations have been classified as
belonging to one of four broad categories (based upon the more refined
categorization of Buksti & Johansen 1977, 1979): Labor, white collar,
other economic (employers, business, etc.), and non-economic interest
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organizations. The first three types of (economic) organizations are
primarily based upon the profession and education of their members,
while the fourth represents all other interest organizations. The reason for
this classification is the hypothesis, suggested by previous research on
interest organizations, that private sector ministries have close contacts to
labor and “other economic’ organizations, while public sector ministries
are closely linked to white collar organizations and possible non-
economic organizations.

Table 2. Distribution of Top and Middle Level Bureaucrats’ Contacts with Interest
Organizations by Type of Interest Organization and Type of Ministry. Percentages.

Type of Interest Organization

White Other MNon-

Labor Collar Economic  Economic Total
Type of Ministry Organiza-  Organiza-  Organiza-  Organiza- Contacts

tions Lions tions tions Pot. (W)
Private Sector Ministry 12 12 69 7 100 (362)
Public Sector Ministry 10 45 19 26 100 (625)
Other Ministry 4] 28 42 24 100 (311
Total 10 32 Kk 20 100(1298)

Table 2 gives some support to these expectations. The organizational
environment of private sector ministries is to a very large part made up of
organizations representing private production interests of various sorts
while non-economic organizations, in particular, constitute a small part of
that environment. The picture is completely different for the public sector
ministries. Bureaucrats in these ministries are predominantly in touch
with white collar organizations, presumably in most cases organizations
representing the interests of public employees, and non-economic organi-
zations in such areas as education and welfare.

All nation-wide interest organizations were asked about their possible
contacts with the various ministries (in this respect the project is a
follow-up for the Buksti & Johansen study, e.g., Buksti & Johansen 1979).
It is therefore possible to look at the bureaucrat-organization relationship
on the basis of organizational data as well. A total of 654 interest
organizations replied that they were in regular contact (i.e., at least once a
month) with at least one ministry. According to previous studies of
interest groups (Buksti & Johansen 1979) and the above data on
bureaucrats, the distribution of these contacts over types of ministries
should vary by type of organization. In particular, the organizations
representing private producer interests should be expected to concentrate
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their contacts upon private sector ministries, while white collar organiza-
tions and non-economic organizations should be expected to concentrate
upon public sector ministries.

Table 3. Regular (i.e., at Least Monthly) Contacts of Interest Organizations with Types of
Ministries. Percentage Distribution of Total Number of Contacts within Types of Organi-
Fations

Type of Ministry

Type of Interest Private Sector Public Sector  Other Total
Qrganization Ministry Ministry Ministry Pet, (N}
Labor Organization 25 50 25 100 (32)
White Collar Organization 8 70 22 100 {203)
Other Economic Organization 25 26 49 100 {188)
Non-Economic Organization 4 72 24 100 (231
Total 12 57 il 100 (654)

Table 3 shows that these expectations are only partly fulfilled. As ex-
pected, white collar and non-economic organizations indeed concentrite
their activities around public sector ministries, but ‘other economic’ orga-
nizations do not concentrate their contacts upon private sector ministries.
In fact, half of their contacts involve ‘other ministries’. It turns out that
these ministries are primarily foreign affairs and environment, both of
which are important to some aspects of private producer interests (foreign
trade and environmental ragulation of business activities). Furthermore,
Table 3 indicates that the interests of labor organizations involve a large
number of ministries although the core contact ministry is the ministry of
labor (Buksti & Johansen 1979).

A comparison of Tables 2 and 3 thus shows somewhat different
patterns of bureaucratic-organizational relationships. The contacts be-
tween public sector ministries on the one hand and white collar and
non-economic interest groups on the other, are basically reciprocal or
symmetrical. This is not the case with private producer organizations and
private sector ministries, as ‘other ministries’ are also very important to
producer organizations, which, furthermore, figure quite prominently
among the organizations that "other ministries’ are in touch with, cf.
Table 2. Finally, labor organizations, accounting for a (numerically) small
part of the organizational contacts of bureaucrats in all types of minis-
tries, correspondingly report contacts with a wide range of ministries.
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MPs and Bureaucrats

Without underestimating the importance of local constituencies (Dam-
gaard 1982, 15— 22), it seems obvious that party affiliation and policy-
area specialization are the most significant characteristics of Danish MPs.
The patterns of legislative specialization, in particular sectoral specializa-
tion explained by the educational and professional background of MPs,
are described elsewhere (Damgaard 1977, 1980a, b). In the present
context the purpose is to map the contacts of MPs with ministers and
bureaucrats. Previous studies lead to the expectation that MPs’ contacts
with ministers and bureaucrats are highly specialized, that is, MPs on
given (specialized) legislative committees are expected to concentrate their
contacts upon ministries the jurisdictions of which correspond to those of
the committees. There are no reasons to expect differences between
public and private sector ministries in this respect.? However, there are
reasons to expect MPs of the governing Social Democratic Party to report
closer contacts with ministries than MPs of opposition parties, at least in
as far as ministers are concerned (cf. Damgaard et al., 1979, ch. 5, on the
informal contacts among Social Democratic MPs and ministers).

For all ministries, MPs were asked to indicate whether they had
regular contacts (i.e. at least once a month) with the minister and/or
various categories of bureaucrats. An affirmative answer is counted as a
specialized contact if the MP in guestion is a member of the committee
with jurisdiction parallel to that of the ministry in question, and as a
non-specialized contact if the MP is not a member of the relevant
committee. In Table 4 the level of specialized contact (and non-specialized
contact) is measured by the average percentage of MPs reporting
specialized (or non-specialized) contacts with ministers and bureaucrats.

Table 4. Average Percentage of Government and Opposition Party MPs Reporting
Specialized and Non-Specialized Contact with Minister and Bureaucrats by Type of
Ministry

Private Sector Public Sector Other
Ministry Ministry Ministry
Min- Bureau- (MN)* Min- Bureau- (N})* Min- Bureau- (NJ*

ister  crals ister crats ister  crats

Government Party

Specialized Contact 92 50 (26) 97 65 (34) 96 62 (26)
Mon-Specialized Cont. 30 4  (164) 29 323 31 9 (202
Opposition Pariy

Specialized Contact 58 45 (55} 55 44 (730 49 41 (al)
Non-Specialized Cont. 9 5 (283 7 5 400 11 T (347)

* Total number of relevant specialized committee memberships or, alternatively, total
number of non-memberships of relevant specialized committees.
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Table 4 demonstrates, first, that the level of specialized contact with
ministers and buraucrats is much higher than the level of non-specialized
contact. This holds true for all types of ministries and for both categories
of MPs. Second, there are no substantial differences with respect to type
of ministry, that is, MPs are in touch with the three types of ministries to
approximately the same degree. A third conclusion concerns important
differences, however. Thus, MPs, irrespective of the Goverment/
opposition party distinction, have more contacts with the minister than
with the bureaucracy. This fits well with the constitutional theory,
according to which the minister alone is responsible, but the table
nonetheless confirms that MPs have direct contacts with bureaucrats as
well. It further appears that MPs of the governing party are slightly more
likely to establish such contacts than opposition party MFs, although the
latter dominate in absolute terms.

Organized Interests and MPs

The links of organized interests with MPs are less studied than their
contacts with ministries, but quite important, as this paper will show.
Interest organizations were asked to indicate the frequency of their
possible contacts with legislative committees, legislative parties, indi-
vidual MPs as well as with the Government (and ministries). Table 5
provides the answers for the various types of interesi organizations.
Percentages are based upon the (large) number of organizations reporting
regular contacts (i.e., at least monthly) with ministries in the same series
of questions.

Table 5. Regular Contacts (i.e., at Least Monthly) of Interest Organizations with
Parliament and Government. Percentages® by Types of Organization

Regular Contacts with

Legislative Legislative Individual The
Type of Interest Organization Committees Parties MPs Government
Labor Organization 16 22 44 22
White Collar Qrganization 2 5 17 5
Other Economic Organization 12 12 24 1
Non- Economic Organization 11 15 42 1
Total 9 12 29 9

* Based upon number of organizations reporting regular contacts with ministries.
N = labor (32); white collar (203); other economic (193); non-economic(222).

346



Table 5 shows some rather striking differences with respect to the
contacts of interest organizations with Parliament and Government. On
all four scores, labor organizations are most likely to report regular
contacts and white collar organizations least likely to do so. Other
economic organizations and non-economic organizations occupy inter-
mediate positions, although it is quite noteworthy that 42 per cent of the
non-economic organizations have regular contacts with individual MPs.
For all types of interest organizations, the percentages are highest in the
case of contacts with individual MPs, but it should be kept in mind that
individual MPs are also members of legislative parties and legislative
committees (and some Social Democrats even of the Govenment).

It is difficult to explain these variations without further information,
because the parliamentary contacts of interest organizations are related
not only to subject-matter areas but also to party-political ideologies and
interests. Thus, contacts of labor organizations are possibly concentrated
upon MPs belonging to the Social Democratic party, which is formally
linked to the labor unions, while some ‘other economic’ organizations
presumably have most contacts with non-socialist parties. In the cases of
white collar organizations and, in particular, non-economic organiza-
tions, the party-political component of contacts would seem to depend
very much upon the specific subject-matter.

Although most Danish parties receive at least some votes from almost
all major groups in the electorate, they tend to get particularly strong sup-
port from certain subsets of the population (Andersen & Glans 1980). The
Social Democrats thus receive more than half of the labor vote and almost
half of the votes cast by retired people. The Liberals (Venstre) obtain about
two-thirds of the farmers’ votes, the Conservatives get about 30 per cent
support among self-employed in urban industries — as does the Progress
Party of Mogens Glistrup — and about one fourth of the upper white col-
lar vote. Half of the students vote for left wing parties, in particular the
Socialist People's Party and the Left Socialists. The left wing parties are,
furthermore, strongly supported by public employees while the Liberals
and Conservatives do better among white collars in the private sector.
The support for the Social Democrats is more balanced in terms of pub-
lic/private occupation. An analysis of electoral developments in the
1970’s (Andersen & Glans 1981) shows quite significant gains of the left
wing parties and the Social Democrats among publicly employed white
collars, particularly within the health and education sectors.

Such and similar differences in party support are probably reflected in
the behavior and policy attitudes of MPs. These differences are thus ex-
pected to manifest themselves in the patterns of MP-contacts with interest
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organizations. MPs were asked to report on the kinds of organizations
with which they had regular contact (i.e. at least monthly), cf. Table 6.

Some of the speculations arising from the attempt to interpret Table 5
above obviously get a solid base in Table 6. There are indeed striking dif-
ferences in the organizational contacts of MPs, and most of them are quite
as expected. Social Democratic MPs are in close contact with labor and
white collar organizations while members of the left wing parties have
such contacts to a somewhat lesser degree. The picture is completely re-
versed for other economic organizations with which the Liberals and
Conservatives, in particular, have close contacts. In the cases of employ-
ers’ organizations and organizations of industry, etc., the Conservatives
report the highest level of contact, while the Liberals arc leading in the
areas of agriculture and fisheries. Collectively, the four small center par-
ties occupy intermediate positions. They have above-average contact with
white collar and most other economic organizations, but not at levels as
high as those of one or two other parties. Finally, the Progress Party MPs
seem 1o be rather isolated from the well-established economic interest
groups.

The contacts of MPs with non-economic organizations are, as expect-
ed, somewhat more complex in terms of party affiliation. But some main
contours emerge from Table 6. First, left wing and Social Democratic
MPs appear, in contrast to all other parties, to have well-developed
connections with organizations of environment protection, consumers,
welfare, health, and women. The same parties plus the center parties
similarly have close contacts with organizations in the areas of culture
and energy. The Social Democrats and the center partizs further have
above-average contact with educational organizations.

Second, in all remaining non-economic areas one or more of the right
and center parties (L, C, PP) report contacts with organizations at levels
above the average as well as with one or two of the parties (or groups of
parties) just mentioned. The only exception to this is the unique position
of the Liberals with respect to local governments which reflects the
strong position of that party in rural parts of the country. The combina-
tion of parties differs a great deal, however. In some areas, such as
housing and radio listeners, the pattern presumably reflects the existence
of opposing or competing organizations with different party-political
connections. In other areas, such as defense, the pattern probably reflacts
a cause with rather wide support among the parties.

MPs are thus not only in contact with bureaucrats but also with var-
ious interest groups in private and public sectors of society. The connec-
tions of MPs with organized interests are probably important for their at-
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titudes toward public expenditures in specific policy areas, and hence for
the problems of controlling the growing public sector.

Table 6. MPs' Contacts with Types of Interest Organizations. Percentages of MPs
Reporting Regular (i.e., at Least Monthly) Contacts by Party Affiliation. (Percentages for
Individual Parties® only Entered if They Exceed Total Per Cent)

LW  SD Cp L C PP Total

Type ol QOrganization (N=) (R-100 {33370 (16-18) (10140 C10-100 C10-13)  PeriN)
1. Labor*®* 44 86 39 (100}
2. White Collar 30 53 29 27 (100)
3. Employers 41 39 70 27 (94}
4, Agriculture 29 71 25 (97
5. Fisheries 21 13 (94)
6. Industry, trade, handicralt 53 54 6d 38 (97
7. Housing, tenants, owners 34 29 33 26 (96
8. Education 42 47 32 (99
9. Radio Listeners, TV-viewers 24 17 25 15 (96)

10, Culture, sporl 33 i6 41 32 (97)

1. Environment protection 38 26 18 (93)

12. Consumers 50 23 15 (94)

3. Social welfare, retired 50 60 37 (95

14. Health 25 16 22 (96)

I5. Local governments 54 36 (98

16, Women's organization 63 23 18 (96)

17. Defense 20 23 18 18 17 (96)

18, Church, religion 13 12 10 17 B (94)

19. Judiciary, police 17 22 17 10 (96)

20. International cooperation 50 33 29 (97

21. Energy, nuclear power 38 I8 29 4 (97

*LW = Left Wing parties (Socialist People’s, Left Socialists)

8D = Social Democrats

CPp = Center Parties (Radical Liberals, Justice Party, Center Democrats,

Christian People's)

L = Liberals ( Venstre)

C = Conservative People's Party

PP = Progress Party

** Including white collar unions affiliated with the Danish TUC (L&)

Political Actors and Public Expenditures

The patterns of interaction described in the previous sections to some ex-
tent reflect coalitions of different types of actors with compatible self-in-
terests in certain areas. There are good reasons to believe that some such
structure of *political-bureaucratic decision-making’ is a cause of govern-
mental growth (Kristensen 1980). The following attempts to marshal
some empirical evidence from the Danish elite surveys.
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The bureaucrats were asked about the level of funding for their own
area of the administration. The questions included a choice among three
options phrased as statements of facts, the respondents being asked to se-
lect the most correct one:

1. Moderately increased appropriations for the area would have benefi-
cial effects clearly justifying the increase of expenses.

2. The level of funding is adequate.

3. Moderate cuts within the area would yield a reduction of benefits so
marginal that it would be a reasonable price to pay for the value of the
cuts.

In Table 7, the answers of top and middle level bureaucrats are presen-
ted.

Table 7. The Attitudes of Top and Middle Level Bureaucrats toward Appropriations for
Own Area. Percentages by Type of Ministry

| 2 k1 4
Appro- Appro- Appro-
priations priations priations Bzlance Total
Should Be  Adequate  Should Be of Opinion

Type of Ministry Increased Reduced {(1-3 Pet. (W)
Private Sector Ministry 49 35 16 i3 100 (R0
Public Sector Ministry 53 32 15 38 100(162)
Other Ministry 40 43 17 23 100(115)
Taotal 48 16 16 i2 100 (357}

As Table 7 shows, roughly half of the bureaucrats think that an in-
crease of funds would yield benefits clearly outweighing the costs,
one-third consider the level of appropriations to be adequate, and only
about one-sixth think that cuts could be made without serious praoblems.
The balance of opinion is thus strongly in favor of incrzased appropri-
ations, and, as it appears, mostly so within the public sector ministries.
But bureaucrats in all types of ministries are really quite receptive to the
idea of increasing their own funds. If the arguments of this paper are
valid, one should expect that the bureaucrats would be able to find some
allies among interest organizations and MPs.

All interest organizations reporting regular contact to ministries were
asked whether — in connection with such formal or informal contacts or
bargainings within the last year — they had supported or opposed certain
proposals. In Table 8 the affirmative answers are reported for the ques-
tions of whether the organization had:

l. supported proposals from the ministry implying increased expendi-
tures
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2. opposed such proposals
3. supported the ministry in fighting concrete cutting proposals
4. supported cutting proposals

Table 8. Percentages of Interest Organizations Having Regular Contacts with Minisiries
Reporting Affirmative Answers to Questions about their Actions in Relation to Spending
and Cutting Proposals within the Last Year, by Type of Organization

10

| 2 3 4
Supported Opposed Supported Supported
Proposals  Proposals  Ministry Cutting
Increasing Increasing in Fighting Proposals

Type of Organization Expendi- Expendi- Cuts

tures tures (M)
Labor Organization 43 17 29 [ (35)
White Collar Organization 29 9 14 4 (202)
Other Economic Organization 25 14 4 6 (193)
Non-Economic Organization 42 16 15 7 (222}
Total i3 13 12 5 (652)

QOverall, one-third of the interest organizations report that they have
supported proposals increasing expenditures while only 13 per cent have
opposed such proposals (Table 8, cols. 1 and 2). Similarly, interest
organizations support ministries in fighting cuts more frequently than
they support cutting proposals (cols. 3 and 4). There are some differences
among the types of interest organizations, however. Thus, labor and
non-economic organizations are most supportive of expenditure pro-
posals while other economic organizations are least supportive. Still,
bureaucrats meet allies more often than adversaries, the only exception
being that other economic organizations are not very likely to support
ministries in fighting cuts. A detailed analysis requires investigations into
concrete cases of support/opposition which cannot be undertaken here,
but the information of Table 8 can be used in combination with Table 2
to reveal some possible differences among the types of ministries.

Table 2 showed the distribution of bureaucrats’ contacts with the
various types of interest organizations. The propensity to spend public
money in the organizational environment of the three types of ministries
can be measured by an index which a) multiplies the percentages in Table
2 by the percentage differences between col. 1 and col. 2 of Table 8§, and
then b) adds up the products for each of the four types of organizations
that each type of ministry is in touch with. In the hypothetical case where
all organizatons support {and no one opposes) spending proposals, the
value of the index would be 100. The opposite extrenie value is — 100.
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The actual figures are, of course, positive and far smaller than 100, as the
percentage differences of cols. 1 and 2 (Table 8) indicate. The propensity
to spend in the organizational environment of the four types of ministries
turns out to be:

Private sector ministries: 15
Public sector ministries: 20
Other ministries: 18

All ministries: 19

These differences are not dramatic, but the organizations surrounding
public sector ministries seem to be more spendthrift than those sur-
rounding private sector ministries. The tentative conclusion therefore is:
Not only are bureaucrats in all ministries, and particularly those in public
sector ministries, generally in favor of increased funds; also the
organizations with which they have contact, and particularly those
surrounding public sector ministries, are more in favor of spending
than of cutting proposals. But how do MPs fit into this picture?

The importance of specialization in legislative work was emphasized
previously, cf. Table 4. MPs were asked the same set of guestions as was
put to bureaucrats concerning the level of expenditure (Table 7). It is
therefore possible to compare the attitudes of MPs and bureaucrats in this
very important respect. It should be noted that MPs were asked to relate
their answers to the policy-area they knew best from legislative work
(and hence, presumably, were most interested in or, perhaps, even the
area in which they were most influential).

The overall percentage of MPs favoring increased appropriations is
roughly equal to the corresponding figure for bureaucrats. Each policy
area might therefore be thought to have a configuration of actors
(bureaucrats, organizations, and MPs) favoring increasing spending over
budget cuts. But Table 9 also shows that Parliament, in contradistinction
to the bureaucracy, contains quite a large group favoring cuts in
appropriations. This difference is clearly related to the party variable. Left
wingers are extremely happy with increased public spending in several
areas (not including defense). The Social Democrats are also strongly in
favor of public spending with a balance of opinion at a level roughly
equal to that of the bureaucrats. Within the Center Parties and among
Liberals, opinions are more divided or balanced while Conservatives and
Progess Party MPs are strongly in favor of budget cuts. However, some
MPs in all parties would like an increase of appropriations for certain
policy-areas (Damgaard 1982, 83 — 85). For example, & member of the
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Progress Party, a Liberal and an MP belonging to one of the center
parties want increased defense expenditures, a Conservative a larger
budget for the police, some Liberals more money for culture, agriculture,
housing, etc. Hence, even among parties which in general favor cutting
of public expeditures there are possible coalition partners for those who
want to increase public expenditures in specific areas. In the last analysis,
this is probably one of the main reasons for the failure of more than a
decade's reform efforts to control the growth of government expendi-
tures. As Grennegard Christensen (1982) has shown, improvements of
budgetary and planning instruments have not changed the behavior of
parties in relation to cutting plans, and not prevented public expenditures
from surpassing planned spending limits.

Table 9. The Attitudes of MPs toward the Level of Appropriations for the Area with
which MPs are Most Familiar. Percentages by Party Affiliation

| 2 3 4
Appropriations Appropriations Appropriations Balance

Should Be Adequate Should Be of

Party Increased Reduced Opinion Pct. (N)
1-3

Lelt Wing Parties 67 33 0 67 100 (9)
Social Democrats &1l 15 24 T 100 (33)
Center Parties 43 21 16 7 100 (14)
Liberals in 23 39 0 101 {(13)
Conservatives 10 10 80 =70 100 (10)
Progress Party 25 0 15 =50 100 (8)
Total 46 17 37 9 100 (87

Most Danish MPs think that government expenditures should be cut,
and they also agree, according to the questionnaire data, that the reason
for the lack of success in this respect is that they do not agree on where to
cut. As illustrated in the previous section, all the parties have special
groups to cater for. The patterns of contacts with interest organizations
(Table 6) and the information in Table 8 on the activities of organizations
in relation to spending/cutting proposals nevertheless suggest some
differences among the parties. It seems, but cannot be documented in this
paper, that left-wing parties and Social Democrats have particularly
strong links with those organizations (labor, white collar, non-economic)
which are most in favor of public sector growth, while Liberals and
Conservatives are aligned with private producer interests, the organi-
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zations of which are not nearly as happy with public spending (in areas
other than their own). The real world is of course much more complex,
but a partial test is possible by means of two questions in the MP-survey
probing into the importance of affected interest organizations and groups
of employees in relation to appropriation decisions. If, as shown by Table
9, left wing and Social Democratic MPs are most happy with increases of
public expenditures and if, as Tables 6 and 8 indicate, the same MPs have
special links with interest organizations which are most supportive of
government spending, one should expect MPs of these parties to pay
more attention to the demands of affected organizations and groups than
MPs of other parties. The reason, of course, is that such groups can
provide votes at election day.

Table 10 demonstrates that left wing and Social Democratic MPs
indeed are more attentive to the demands of affected organizations and
groups, or at least more willing to admit such attention (just as they are
more ready to perceive themselves as representatives of special groups or
classes in society, cf. Damgaard 1982; ch. 2). In general, there probably is
a difference between parties of the left and right with respect to public
spending, but it is important to remember that all parties have special
interests to cater for, and that spending coalitions are much easier to
organize than cutting coalitions (Kristensen 1980). Furthermore, parties
essentially represent inconsistent voters, that is, voters who, on the one
hand, want tax reductions and, on the other, increased public spending
for a variety of purposes (Kristensen 1982b). The problems of the
advanced, and organized, welfare state are, therefore, related to the
dilemma of political representation and governing in a democratic order.

Table 10. Importance of the Atitudes of Affected Interest Organizations and Employee
Groups for MPs' Decisions on Appropriations. Per Cent ‘Very Important” — Per Cent
*Rather Insignificant’, by Party Affiliation

Attitudes of Affected Attitudes of Affected

Party Interest Organizations Employee Groups (M)

Left Wing Parties 78 56 (9.8
Social Democrats 57 42 (28,31)
Center Parties 8 8 (13
Liberals 0 - 33 (12
Conservatives -33 =11 (9)
Progress Party - 56 - 33 (9
Total 20 13 (80,31)
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Concluding Comments

The data presented in this paper do not allow for firm conclusions, as
more refined analyses are obviously needed. But they do provide some
evidence for the points stressed by way of introduction. Danish society is
highly organized and politically mobilized. The macro-political organiza-
tion of society, reflected in the patterns of interaction among bureaucrats,
interest organizations, and MPs, is tied up with special interests and
entitlements. An attempt to reorganize or rationalize the public sector is,
in essence, an attempt to reorganize or rationalize some part of society
and, therefore, not likely to succeed given the resistance potential of
interested actors.

Although interests associated with the public sector to some extent
differ from those of the private sector, they are no less “political’. Some
differences are revealed in the patterns of interaction between ministries
and interest organizations. The organizational environment of private
sector ministries is dominated (at least numerically) by employers’ and
business organizations and that of public sector ministries by white-collar
and non-economic organizations. However, in other respects, the simi-
larities are as pronounced as the differences. Bureaucrats in all types of
ministries tend to think that their resources ought to be increased, and the
organizations to which they have contact are more in favor of increased
spending than of budget cuts, although the tendency in both respects is
most pronounced for public sector ministries.

The level of specialized contact of MPs with bureaucrats does not vary
with type of ministry, but there are important party differences concern-
ing contacts with organizations (Table 6) and attitudes toward public
expenditures (Tables 9 and 10). Political parties, and not least those of the
highly fractionalized Danish party system, may have come under pres-
sure as representational and governing instruments (Damgaard &
Kristensen 1981), but parties should not be regarded or analyzed in
isolation from other politically relevant forces in society. On the contrary,
and as the data indicate, MPs of various parties participate in a very
complex set of alliances formed around private and public, organized,
and institutional, interests in society. It seems clear that “public’ types of
interests have become more important in the last decade, but further
studies are needed to show the full consequences of this development.

However, the ‘problems’ of the public sector alluded to in the introduc-
tion are not just problems of the public sector. They are related to the
fundamental dilemma of reconciling interest representation and govern-
ment in a democratic policy, and, as a massive literature demonstrates,
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this dilemma has no genuine solution (Dahl 1982). Viewed in that
perspective, dreary pessimism is just as unfounded as naive optimism,
while some realism perhaps might help.

NOTES

1. The data have been collected within a Danish research project, "The Political Procass.
Participation and Decision-Making.” The first part of that project i+ a mass survey on
the political activities and attitudes of Danish citizens, cf. Damgaard, 1980, which fo-
cuses on party, interest group and single-issue activities as well as on contacts with
public authorities and power perceptions, in chapters by Jergen Goul Andersen, Jacob
A. Buksti, J. Gronnegard Christensen, Erik Damgaard, Kjell A. Eliassen, Lars Nerby
Johansen, and Ole P. Kristensen. The second part consists of a series of parallel clite
guestionnaire surveys comprising MPs, government bureaucrats, nd interest organi-
zations (both organizations as such and individual staff of interest organizations). Only
the MP data have been ready for analyses for some time, cf. Damgaard, 1982, This pa-
per therefore only includes preliminary analyses of a few variables in the bureaucrat
and organization (per se) surveys. The bureaucrat questionnaires were addressed to the
total population of civil servants in the central administration, but only top and middle
level bureaucrats are included in this paper (response rates: 60 and 53 per cent, respec-
tively). .

2. Similarly, roughly one-fourth of the bureaucrats in all types of ministries report that
they are often or occasionally contacted by individual MPs,
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