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Political leaders in many countries have experienced growing problems of capacity in the
postwar period, a development leading to an increase in the delegation of authority to public
administration and civil secvants. This delegation of authority creates a significant potential
for discretionary decision-making authority on the part of public burcavcrats, One wav of
studying how bureavcrats handle this situation is 1o focus upon bureaucratic roles, Burcaucratic
roles traditionally comtain both political and professional norms. This article discusses how
these political and professional considerations can e defined and how these norms are
balanced given the potential for conflict which is present. The discussion is illustrated by
measuring the perception of bureaucratic norms and role ¢nacimen among civil servants in
Morwegian ministrics. Resulls indicate that civil servanis appear to have few problems in
attending to and balancing both political and professional role norms.

This article focuses on bureaucratic roles, or more specificallv. on the
perception of bureaucratic norms and role enactment among civil servants
in the Norwegian central administration.! Why is it interesting to analyze
burcaucratic roles? Many studies emphasize that public bureaucracies and
bureaucrats have increased their political influence in the postwar period
(Olsen 1983a). The implications of this fact are of course dependent on
how bureauwcrats interpret and act in their roles. particularly with respect
to political and professional norms.

A bureaucratic role is structurally and institutionally defined as a mixture
of different elements, of which paolitical and professional factors have been
the most central ones historically (cf. Friednch 1940; Finer 1941; Kaufman
1956; Jacobsen 1960). The need to focus upon both political control,
hierarchy and rules on the one hand and the importance for public decisions
of highly developed specialized knowledge on the other is in keeping with
strong Weberian traditions. Of special interest has been how bureaucrats
handle political and professional norms and values, and the relationship
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between these norms in discretionary decision-making. Such insight is of
special importance for understanding modern political systems, since they
generally are characterized by increasing freedom of discretion for civil
servants in public decision-making processes.

There are in this connection several questions to be answered. First,
what 15 really meant by political and professional norms and values in
relation to the bureaucratic role? How are these concepts defined and
applied in studies of bureaucratic roles? How can one measure the influence
of these norms on role perception and enactment? Second, are political
and professional considerations in conflict with one another, or are they
integrated in the bureaucratic role? How do we measure the balancing of
these norms?

The data on bureaucratic roles used in this article are relatively limited
in scope, because they are a minor part of a larger survey focusing upon
bureaucratic structure and behavior. These data, therefore, are primarily
meant to have an illustrative function in relation to the main analytical
questions discussed.

Studying Bureaucratic Roles

Studies of bureaucratic roles may be characterized along different dimen-
sions. Some compare the roles of politicians and bureaucrats, while others
analyze the role of civil servants in public organizations. The former studies
analyze questions like:

Have they (burcaucrats and politicians) different priorities? Do they consider different
criteria when making decisions? Do they regard public affairs and the process of policy-
making differently? Have they different world views? What do these differences, if any,
imply for their relationships and for perfermance as policymakers? (Aberbach et al. 1981,

3

The latter studies ask what the central norms and values in the bureaucratic
role are, including the relation between political and professional con-
siderations (Putnam 1973, 1977, Aberbach et al. 1985).

These two types of studies often discuss the same problems. The dif-
ference is that the former studies are primarily comparative or inter-role
oriented, while the latter include many of the same elements in an intra-
role analysis. The analysis here is inspired by the latter type of inquiry.

There are, however, several ways of measuring political and professional
norms and values in bureaucratic roles. One may, for instance, emphasize
the opinions, beliefs and ideologies of civil servants concerning the public
sector and the role of politicians and bureaucrats in public decision-making
(Christoffersson et al. 1972 Putnam 1973, 1977 Mellbourn 1979 Anton
1980 Aberbach et al. 1988). The analysis reported here focuses upon
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the decision premises and norms prevailing when civil servants make
discretionary decisions.’

The empirical analysis is based on two types of questions concerning
bureaucratic roles.* One type focuses upon actual decision problems the civil
servants have experienced concerning political and professional elements in
their role. The other type focuses upon the perception of decision-making
criteria and problems connected with the handling of political and pro-
fessional norms. When operating with the latter tvpe of question one may
of course ask what is the relation between the civil servants’ role perception
and their actual decision-making behavior? Our answer is founded on
Simon’s theory of administrative behavior (Simon 1957; March & Simon
1958). Actors exercising discretionary decision-making behavior are
forced, due to problems of cognition and attention constraints, to select
and attend to a limited set of value and factual premises. These premises,
reflected in their role perception, constitute their ‘model of action’, a model
strongly influencing their actual decision-making behavior. The formal
organizational structure (for instance formal goals, hierarchic position
and formal role descriptions) and bureaucratic career considerations are
supposed to shape the bureaucrats’ model of action and decision behavior,
working through mechanisms such as ‘late’ socialization and incentives
(March & Olsen 1976; Scott 1981, Olsen 1983a; Egeberg 1987).

The present study deviates from most of the more recent studies of
bureaucratic roles with respect to the theoretical significance of the empiri-
cal indicators. This implies new opportunities, but also creates some major
limitations of comparison. In the work reported here, therefore, we build
theoretically upon and discuss the major role concepts in these studies, but
play down the comparison of empirical results.

Political Considerations Defined

In one view political leaders want bureaucrats to be peliticallv loval, to be
‘instruments’ for the existing government (Finer 19411 Jacobsen 1960, 232),
This view is based on a classical Weberian distinction between politicians
as policy-makers on the one hand and bureaucrats as administrators and
implementors on the other (Putnam 1973; Aberbach et al. 1981, 4-6).
According to this distinction, politicians rule and bureaucrats obey, In this
context bureaucrats are mainly jurnists with reponsibihty for handling single
cases on the basis of public laws and rules,

Another and more “modern’ version of political lovalty tells us that both
politicians and bureavcrats participate in policy-making. but in different
ways (Aberbach et al. 1981, 6-49). Politicians bring values and interests into
the policy-making arena, while bureaucrats serve political leaders with
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neutral expertise based on facts and knowledge, an obligation built into
their formal roles and stressed through recruitment based on merit (Simon
1957; Jacobsen 1960, 233). The bureaucrat is an expert in the sense that he
or she is means-end oriented. Politicians have to delegate public authority to
civil servants because they have quantitative problems of load and quali-
tative problems of cognition.

The prninciple of political loyalty must not be pushed too far, however.
Demanding strong political loyalty from bureaucrats may eventually lead
to problems with political legitimacy. Major changes and loss of stability
in the civil service may occur when a new government comes into power,
or conflicts created and independent expertise questioned because the
bureaucrats have been too committed to certain political programs (Kauf-
man 1956, 1068).

A relaxation of political loyalty, on the one hand, may generate a more
politically active type of bureaucrat. In this instance both politicians and
civil servants are involved in politics, but from different perspectives ( Aber-
bach 1981, 9-16). Politicians engage in articulating the broad, diffuse
interests of unorganized groups based on ideological values and perspee-
tives. Bureaucrats, by comparison, are more pragmatic, balancing special
interests, trying to reach compromises, making incremental changes, and
so forth. The decision-making behavior of both politicians and civil servants
must in such circumstances be explained as negotiations between equal
actors within institutional frames, connected to political segments. Reasons
for such a development are the changing definition of political importance
and possibilities of influence from bureaucrats in the implementation of
policies (Olsen 1983a).

Putnam (1973, 260) summarizes this role in what he calls the “political
bureaucrat’:

.. . This sort of official operates with much more pluralistic conception of the pulblic
interest. He assumes that there can be legitimately differing interpretations of the public
interest, even genuincly conflicting interests among different groups in society. He is
therefore, both more aware of “political realites” and more willing o treat political influenees
on policy-making as legitimate. He recognizes the need to bargain and compromise, vet at
the same time he does not necessarily shrink from advocating and even fighting for his own
preferred policies, . . the political burcaucrat sees the politician (instead) as a participant
in 4 commaon game, one whose skills and immediate concerns may differ from his own, but
whose ultimate values and objectives are similar, . .

Another kind of potential threat against political loyalty and control
occurs when the distinction between politics and administration for all
practical purposes disappears, the roles of politicians and bureaucrats
strongly overlap, and there is exchange of personnel between the two
groups (Aberbach et al. 1981, 16-20; Aberbach & Rockman 1988).
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Political Considerations Measured

Measuring the political loyalty of civil servants, the influence of and prob-
lems connected to political norms, may be done in different ways. To
begin with we may focus upon the artention structure among civil servants
concerning various decision premises or criteria (March & Olsen 1976).
How important are political decision criteria perceived to be among the
bureaucrats compared to other criteria? Table 1 shows that nearly three-
quarters of the respondents in the ministries emphasize that signals from
political leaders are very important when making discretionary decisions.
This set of decision premises is by far the most important one. so it is
obvious that the political elements in the bureaucratic role really matter.

One thing is to stress the importance of political signals as such, another
15 to know or anticipate the content of these norms (Friedrich 1937). In
many issues civil servants are delegated decision-making responsibility, but
their freedom is limited and must be balanced against the needs of political
leaders for relevant information and the making of politically important
decisions. How problematic is anticipation of political signals for Norwegian
bureaucrats?

Table 1. The Importance of Certain Signals or Considerations When Making Discretionary
Decisions as Reported by Civil Servants in Central Ministries (Percentages).

Very Rather
important  important N

Signals from politcal leaders 73 17 (796)
Professional considerations 38 32 (798
Signals from client growps, users, affected parties 26 41 {785)
Signals from subordinate public administration 15 46 (677}
Signals from employee associations 8 23 (766)
Sipnals from opposition parties in Parliament 3 16 (TaR)

Table 2. nfficuliies in Anticipating Which Mutters in One’s Own Dssue Area Should e
Presented o Polieal Leaders (Percentages).

Woery casy 14
Felatively easy 34
It vanes |5
Felstively difficult 3
Yery difficult |
LT 108
M { TN}




Problems of political anticipation seem to be minor. Table 2 indicates
that nearly 80 percent of the civil servants think it is very or relatively easy
to anticipate which matters in their own issue area should be presented to
political leaders. Minor problems with political anticipation may indicate
a smooth functioning of mechanisms of socialization and discipline in public
bureaucracies (Olsen 1983a). Civil servants have internalized the formal
political norms and the incentive system supports the active use of these
norms.

Table 3. How Common Is It For Burcaucrats To Have Their Proposals Carrected By Their
Superiors? (Percentages).

Very uncomman ]
Felatively uncommon 0
Mow and then 41
Relatively common 7
Very common 3
Sum 110K}
M (T94)

But do the political leaders also use more traditional hierarchical ways
of controlling administrative behavior? Do they instruct and use their
administrative leaders to control the subordinates in classical Weberian
ways? Table 3 shows that one-half of the civil servants very or relatively
seldom are corrected by their admimistrative superiors, whereas 41 percent
say that it happens now and then. This mechanism of control seems
therefore to be relatively weak. It is there to be used if necessary, however,

What are the relationships between structural and demographic variables
and indicators of political norms in the bureaucratic role? Are there
systematic vanations in role perception and enactment? To answer these
questions we will concentrate on a few independent variables supposed to
cut across different countries and types of administrative systems, vaniables
both theoretically discussed and empirically tested. These varniables are
hierarchical position, age, tenure and rype of higher education.’

Aberbach et al. (1981, 225, 227) show that higher civil servants are more
tavorably inclined towards political aspects of the grey zone between politics
and administration, and that frequent contact with political leaders seems
to foster a more positive attitude towards the political elements of public
administration. Table 4 shows a variation in a similar direction for Norweg-
1an bureaucrats.” People in leadership positions put more weight on political
signals and think anticipation is easier than executive officers. The main
reason for this secems to be a major difference in exposure o political
signals, norms and practice.
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Table 4. Political Norms in Bureaucratic Role Perception. Results from Regression Analysis
{Beta Coeflicients).

Palitical

signals Anticipation Correction
Hierarchical position 022 (10 -0.02
Ape = (.09 0.14* 0.06
Tenure 0.02 —0.08 0.0
Educaticn
- Law 0.0% =004 =[J.04
- Economy 0.05 =004 =0.05
- Social science (.04 0.01 0.00
= Matural science 0.01 -0.07 0.00
Mulnple R 023 017 0.0

* Significant at 0.01-level; (N = 808)

Studies of the effects of age and renuwre on bureaucratic role orientation
are more divided in their results. According to cyclic thinking (life or
organizational) older bureaucrats with many years of service may put more
weight on political signals and have fewer problems of anticipation than
yvounger bureaucrats coming directly from higher education. The pre-
sumption 15 that this is a result of longer exposure and learning (Pfeffer
1983). On the other hand. younger civil servants seems to be characterized
by attitudes connected to a political orientation (Putnam 1973, 279, 283,
285; Aberbach et al. 1981, 200-202). This is mainly believed to be a
generational effect (Mayntz & Scharpf 1975, 60). Younger bureaucrats
have been more exposed to democratic trends. It is also argued that age
and tenure are positively correlated and that low tenure may foster less
democratic cynicism than many years of service.

Table 4 gives generally few effects of age and tenure on the political
clements of the bureaucratic role orientation. There is one exception to
this: older civil servants have fewer problems of anticipation than vounger
ones, a result presumably due to exposure and learning effects.”

Tyvpe of higher education may also have an effect on burecaucratic role
perception and enactment.” Social scientists, and to some degree econom-
Ists, seem in some countries to be more positive towards the political
aspects of the bureaucratic role than natural scientists and jurists (Putnam
1977, 394-95; Aberbach et al, 1988, 5). Table 4 illustrates, however, that
type of higher education is not connected to variations in role orientation
in Norway.

What are the relationships between alternative measures of political
norms in the bureaucratic role? Findings displaved in Table 5 show first
that giving priority to political signals correlates positively with lack of
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Table 5, Correlations Among Political Variables (Gamma, N = T98).

Political
signals Anticipation
Anticipation of which matters 0.15 -
to present ta political leaders (0.00)
Correction of own propasals 0.03 -0.2
(0.0} (0.0}

Figures in parentheses indicate level of significance.

problems with political anticipation. Attention to political signals seems to
make political anticipation easier, or, alternatively, minor problems with
anticipation seem to foster more attention towards political signals. Second,
attention and correction are not correlated. This means, for instance, that
civil servants putting relatively less weight on political signals are not more
frequently subjected to control by superiors than other bureaucrats,

Third, anticipation and correction are negatively correlated, 1.e. civil
servants having problems with political anticipation are more likely to be
corrected by their superiors. This result reveals some important logic in
the way political loyalty and control appear to function. If a civil servamnt
15 good at anticipating how to present issues to the political leaders,
concerning both their number and content, he is given confidence and
discretion by the leaders and is seldom corrected. On the other hand,
problems with anticipation generate hierarchical control. This may also
imply that less correction is a potential incentive for improving the civil
servant’s political anticipation.

Professional Norms Defined

Professional norms in the burecaucratic role may be defined in different
ways.® It was noted above that the civil servants formally must serve
political leaders with their expertise, 1.e. a situation in which professional
norms are clearly subordinate to political considerations. But political
leaders are also interested in civil servants having professional awtonomy,
thereby ensuring that public decisions are based on independent expertise
(Jacobsen 1960). Professional autonomy as referred to here means that
bureaucrats freely put forward their professional premises and opinions,
even if these are contrary to the opinions and programs of political leaders.

Professional autonomy may in this sense be scen both as a central part
of or as a potential threat to and modification or relaxation of the principle
of political loyalty. Professional autonomy in the latter respect coincides
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with the norm that bureaucrats also have to be apolitical or neutral to party
politics, a potential instrument for any government (Jacobsen 1960, 233).
From this perspective professional autonomy may safeguard the objectivity
and permanence of the bureaucratic apparatus, facilitate the change of
political leadership and continuous execution of public authority.

Professional autonomy may none the less imply some potential problems
for political loyalty and control. Too much professional autonomy may, on
the other hand, foster a technocratic attitude, i.e. create a social and
political insensitivity among civil servants (Putnam 1973, 259, 289; Putnam
1977, 408; Aberbach et al. 1988, 2). On the other hand, the political
type of burcaucrat mentioned above may also be seen as professionally
autonomous, using his or her expertise for political purposes. It is important
to underline that the “political bureaucrat’ may undermine both the prin-
ciple of political loyalty and the norms of professional autonomy. It is also
conceivable, however, that a bureaucrat may want to be a more active
policy-maker than stated in the formal role, and at the same time obey
hierarchic political control.

Professional Norms Measured

For purposes of the analysis reported here, the importance of professional
norms has been measured in three ways. First, the attention structure
concerning professional norms was identified, Civil servants were asked
about the importance of professional considerations as decision criteria.
Fifty-seven percent of the bureaucrats say professional decision norms are
very important, whereas 32 percent say that they are relatively important,
Only political signals are more important when civil servants are making
discretionary decisions, and demands from atfected groups are far less
important (see Table 1).

Second, an effort was made to measure how strongly the civil servants
try o further their professionally based opinions within the hierarchic
structure of the ministries. The logic of professional autonomy means that
professional opinions and proposals shall float freely from bureaucrais 1o
the political leaders. Low professional autonomy implies that political
leaders limit this communication or that the experts exercise self-imposed
restoictions concerning professional decision premises. Table 6 indicates
that a clear majority of Norwegian civil servants would as a rule consider
advancing a proposal, even if they knew it would evoke objections from
their superior. It seems obvious from this that professional norms have an
independent and strong position in the bureaucratic role.

Third, we tried 1o measure the impact of professional norms on policies,
A central aspect of professional autonomy must be that professional prems-
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Table 6. Would the Civil Servant Consider Advancing a Proposal Which He or She Thinks
is Right, But Knows Would Evake Objections from His/Her Superior? (Percentages).

Yes, as a rule e
Only in special issues H
Mo, never 2
Sum 100
| {78d)

Table 7. How Often Do Civil Servams Prepare or Implement Policies with which they
Dsapgree? (Percentapes).

Mever B
Relatively seldom 26
Mow and then 36
Relatively often &
Wery often 2

Sum 1)

N (BOT)

ises actually influence or are attended to in policies and programs. Table 7
shows that only 10 percent of the civil servants say that they very or
relatively often prepare or implement policies they disagree with. Fifty-six
percent on the other hand say that it happens now and then. These results
may be interpreted as a confirmation of a relatively strong professional
influence on public decision-making, but also as an indication of restricted
professional influence in some issues and situations.

What are the effects of structural and demographic variables on the
professional elements of the bureaucratic role? The basis for expectations
here is not firm, especially because empirical results from different studies
are somewhat ambiguous and often focus upon technocratic attitudes, and
that is only one part of professional norms (Putnam 1977; Aberbach et al.
1988, 3, 13-15). The discussion here is therefore related to political norms.

Concerning hierarchical position, it is logical, based on a theory of
exposure and influence, to expect that administrative leaders put less weight
on professional norms in the bureaucratic role, This may imply that they
focus less upon professional considerations, are more careful with con-
troversial proposals and less often prepare and implement policies they
disagree with. Such expectations are not supported by findings displayed
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Table 8. Professional Norms in Burcaucratic Role Perception. Results from Regression
Analysis (Beta Coefficients).

Professicnal Controversial
conside rations proposals Disagreement

Hierarchical position (.02 0.03 =0.08
Agc 0,04 =0.05 0.18*
Tenure =0.07 0.01 -0.12
Educanon

- Law 0.00 0.02 —0.0
- Economy 0.00 0.03 0.00
- Social Science ={,04 0.01 0.02
= Matural science =07 LIRLS (.04
Multple R 012 0.07 0.16

* Significant at 0.01-level; (N = B0E).

in Table 8, however.” There are no substantial differences between admin-
istrators and executive officers concerning professional norms.

The effect of age and tenure on professional norms may be connected
to two alternative expectations. First, one can presuppose that younger
bureaucrats with short tenure recruited directly from higher education will
emphasize professional norms and values more than bureaucrats with long
exposure, experience and influence. Alternatively, based on a generational
or cyclic perspective, older bureaucrats with long tenure will put more
weight on professional norms because they are more cynical concerning
democratic political control and are more likely to trust their own pro-
fessional basis. As shown in Table 8, however, none of these alternatives
are confirmed by the empirical results,

Does type of higher education have an effect on the perception of
professional norms in the bureaucratic role? Do those with an education
in natural science, because of the content of their education, place greater
weight on professional values, Or, on the contrary, do social scientists and
economists place less weight on professional norms? Again. according to
Table & there are no such relationships between educational variables and
role perceptions.

Again, one may also ask about the correlations between different meas-
ures of professional norms. Findings in Table 9 show first that there is a
positive correlation between placing weight on professional considerations
and advancing controversial proposals. A professional orientation seems
to encourage civil servants to emphasize their professional autonomy, or
the other way round. Second. neither strong attention to professional
norms, nor advancing controversial proposals are related to more conflict
concerming the preparation and implementation of certam issues. There 15,
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Table 9. Correlations Among Professional Variables (Gamma, N = T98).

Frofessional Controversial
considerations proposals
Presentation of controversial 0.15 e
proposals 10 superiors (0.00)
Preparation or implementation 0.0 0.04
of policies they disagree with (011} (0.03)

Figures in parentheses indicate level of sipnificance.

in other words, no indication of negative sanctions from the political
leadership because civil servants emphasize their professional norms and
autonomy.

Balancing Political and Professional Considerations

It is quite common to define bureaucratic roles as a mixture of political and
professional elements. Dogan (1975, 4) talks about top civil servants being
Janus-faced; they are half-administrative and half-political. Campbell
(1983, 299-300)) defines the accountability of burcaucrats as a mixture of
‘subjective’ standards (of whom professional standards are important) and
‘objective’ standards (institutional obligations). Some studies of bureau-
cratic roles also emphasize that political and professional elements are in
conflict, thus complicating decision-making behavior (Finer 1941). Others
stress that bureaucratic reponsiveness is characterized by the integration
of political responsiveness and professional expertise and values (Friedrich
1940; Jacobsen 1960).

One can also argue that the balance between political and professional
considerations is changing over time. Historically, this balance 15 reflected
in different ways of organizing public administration. In general, emphasis
on political loyalty seems to foster professional administrative bodies close
to the political leadership, while stressing professional autonomy appears
to create a more independent professional administration (Christensen
1987). But political-administrative doctrines concerning these matters may
also change over time. Kaufman (1956, 1059=1063, 106Y) shows, for
instance, that in American administrative history, neutral competence
expressed institutionally through the merit system and independent admin-
istrative bodies was supposed to threaten political control at one point
in time, but somewhat later was regarded as safeguarding the political
responsibility of bureaucrats.

Our perspective is that ambiguity and conflict concerning bureaucratic
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Table 10, Correlations Among Political and Professional Wanables {Gamma, N = 798},

Political
signals Anticipation Correction
Professional 0.05 0.12 =001
considerations {000 (0.01) (0,90
Controversial —0.02 0.09 -0
proposals {0.58) (0.18) (001}
Disagreement 14 =11, 0% 41
(0,39 (h03) {LRLA)]

Fipures in parentheses indicate level of significance.

norms and role enactment are both wnaveidable and desirable (Jacobsen
1960, 243). Unavoidable, because the norms of political lovalty and expert-
ise are different and institutionalized. The mixture of norms and values in
the burcaucratic role is changing over time, partly as a result of conflict
between political leaders and professional groups, partly as a result of a
process of institutionalization. The design of a mixture of different norms
and values 1s also conceivable (Peters 1987, 256}, even in a version of
consciously defined ambiguous roles (Hedberg et al. 1976; Suleiman 1984).

Conflicting norms and values, such as political loyalty and professional
autonomy, must in some situations be ranked. but may for long periods
live side-by-side. The ambiguities of norms and values in bureaucratic roles
are not solely destructive, but may rather be acceptable and even desirable
to those wanting both status quo or change (Egeberg 1987). More clear-cut
roles may lead to consequences not intended by anyone. Our expectation,
therefore, is that the potential and logical intra-role conflict between
political and professional norms is moderately reflected in the bureaucrats
role perception and enactment.

What in fact are the correlations between measures of political norms
on the one hand and professional norms on the other? To begin with Table
10 shows that there 1s a weak positive and sigmbicant correlation between
emphasizing political signals and professional considerations. But the
underlying univariate distributions are very biased as shown in Table 1. so
the important figure is that 81 percent of Norwegian civil servants answer
that both political and professional signals are very or relatively important
when they are making discretionary decisions. It seems natural to conclude
that political and professional decision signals are percerved to be compat-
ible. Campbell (1983, 304-305) shows much the same in analvzing the
attitude to accountability among top civil servants in the USA, the UK and
Canada. Individuals score high on both accountability towards political and
administrative leaders on the one hand and professional standards on the
other.
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Other results in Table 10 also indicate that political and professional
norms are compatible and that professional autonomy is an integrated part
of the bureaucratic role. Paying attention to professional considerations
and professional influence on policies correlates positively with the ability
to anticipate political priorities. And civil servants advancing controversial
proposals on a professional basis are less frequently corrected than bureau-
crats keeping a lower profile professionally. The strongest correlation
(+0.41), in fact, is that between correction and professional influence on
policies. Civil servants less frequently corrected reports that they seldom
prepare or implement policies they disagree with. This means, on the other
hand, that there is a group of less integrated bureaucrats, experiencing
rather often both corrections and conflicts. But this is a very small group,
comprising less than 5 percent of all respondents.

Conclusion and Discussion

The purpose of this article has been twofold. First, different ways of
defining political and professional norms in the bureaucratic role have been
discussed. The different perspectives implied by the concepts of political
loyalty and professional awtonomy respectively have been summarized.
Different perspectives regarding the balancing of these norms were also
outhned, leading to the formulation of a perspective used in this analysis.
In particular, it was expected that there would be an integration of these
norms in the bureaucratic role and a moderate level of conflict in civil
servants’ perceptions of the potential intra-role conflict.

Second, an effort was made to measure civil servants’ role perceptions
and role enactment with respect to the influence of political and professional
norms, and the balancing of these norms. In this instance data were used
that are more directly connected to the burcaucrats discretionary decision-
making behavior than has been the case in former studies of bureaucratic
roles, which are mainly preoccupied with more widely defined role elements
concerning beliefs and ideclogy. Results obtained show a strong emphasis
on both political and professional decision signals, and few signs of conflict
between the political and professional norms in civil servants’ role per-
ception and actual decision experience.

MNorwegian civil servants seem to have a fine-tuned feeling for the norm
of political loyalty or responsiveness, but do not hesitate to put forward
issues that have a potential for conflict if they think there are good pro-
fessional reasons for doing so. Political leaders seem to accept professional
autonomy and influence, but now and then remind the civil servants of
their political ‘duties’ by using more direct hierarchical mechanisms of
control.
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The results also indicate that civil servants, in different ways, learn how
to live with conflicting demands and a certain level of conflict and ambiguiity
in their bureaucratic role. Bureaucrats seem to be partly ‘pre-socialized’ to
bureaucratic norms through their education. A process of institutionaliz-
ation crystallizes the combination of the two main considerations they have
to adjust to. Processes of socialization further convey central norms to the
bureaucrats so that they can internalize the main values in the administrative
milieu. Roles are formally defined through duties and rights, specifving
political and professional constraints. And bureaucrats are taught how to
distinguish personal opinions from formal roles through their administrative
career and the existing incentive system.

Results presented here indicate a rather peaceful coexistence between
politicians and civil servants. The growing influence of civil servants on
public decision-making processes does not seem to have created much
conflict, instability, crisis of legitimacy or problems with the execution of
political control. We do not have survey data on politicians’ role percep-
tions, but an intensive study of the relationship between top politicians and
top rank civil servants in Norway seems to confirm major results reported
here (Eriksen 1988).

Third, the structural and demographic variables generally used for
explaining variations in bureaucratic role perception and enactment seem
to have moderate significance.'" General norms and values in the bureau-
cratic role seem to be rather strong. This homogeneity is quite contrary to
findings regarding the impact these independent variables appear to have
on other types of individual, administrative behavior, such as innovative,
turnover and budgetary behavior (Christensen & Egeberg 1989a; Chris-
tensen 1989a, 1989b).

Are these findings valid for Norway or the Nordic countries only, or
could they be generalized to other western political-administrative systems?
This question is difficult to answer, because both the structural-institutional
perspective and the “narrower’ data on bureaucratic roles used in this study
differ from former studies of bureaucratic roles. There are. however,
reasons to believe that some general structural and institutional mechanisms
in public admininstration foster integration of political and professional
considerations in the bureaucratic role. A further step in the direction
indicated in this study would be to reveal more exactly the content of these
mechanisms.,

But one can also argue that results presented here refiect that the
Norwegian and Nordic political systems more generally are rather unique
in some respects. As noted in various studies, these countries are charac-
terized by a relatively moderate cleavage structure. mutual trust between
politicians and bureaucrats and a consensus-oriented political culture
(Olsen 1953h).
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The present study gives a more general picture of the balancing of
political and professional elements in the bureaucratic role in Norway.
Further analyses, for instance through case studies, will help to establish
how generalizable the findings reported are. Such studies will, among other
things, aid in determining whether this balancing varies across different
issue or policy areas and stages of the decision-making process.

MOTES

1.
2
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In keeping with Roos & Starke (1981), we make a distinction between role perception,
i.e. how people interpret theie roles, and role enactment, i.e. the actwal role behavior,
Few studies explicitly focus upon both general opinions concerning politics and
admininstration and more specific role attitudes towards polincal and professional
considerations held by burcaucrats. But in one case Chnstofferson et al. (1972) did
find a relatively weak positive correlation between positive attitudes of burcaucrats
towards the state/public sector and attitudes stressing the importance of politicians
when making administrative decisions.

The dats presented are taken from a survey conducted within the Morwegian ministrics
in 1986, The survey is partly a follow-up 1o the one conducted by the Narwegian
Power Study in 1976 (Lepreid & Olsen 1978; Olsen 1983a). The guestionnaire was
sent 1o all admimstrators (leaders) and executive officers in the central povernmental
mintstries: 1185 = 72.4 percent = replied, 808 respondents are included in this analysis.
These are civil servams claiming that they exercise admimstrative discrenon, e, they
arc nof puided by clear-cut rules in their decision-making. There are no substantial
biases in the data concerning represeriativity,

A variable often used in such analvses is party affiliation (cf. Putnam 1973; Aberbach
et al. 1988). Our survey did not contain this variable. If one compares the answers
from respondents belonging to trade unions and academic interest groups, however,
there are small differences in role perception.

The independent variables in Table 4 are defined in the following way: ferarchical
posivon is dichotomized between administrators (leaders) — 47 percent - viersus
executive officers (lower level) - 33 peroemt, Age is divided into 10-year intervals
ranging from “under 25 years™ to “63 yoars and more™, Teauwrs, L.e. years of service,
15 a continuous varable with values [rom | to 46 vears. Tvpe of higher edtcalion
involves four categories depending in cach case upon whether civil servants are
cducated in law, economics, social scicnees and natural sciences or not. The dependent
political variables are operationalized in the following way: Political signals is dich-
otomized between respondents saving that political signals arc very importam (73
percent) versus all other answers (27 percent). Aanicipation is dichotomized between
respondents emphasizing that it is very casy o anticipate which matters 1o present to
the political leadershap (19 percent) versus all other answers (81 percent). Finally,
correction 1s dichotomized between respondents reporting that it is vory wnoommin
to get their proposals corrected by their superiors (19 percent) versus all other answers
{&] percent).

Hierarchical position. age and wenure exhibin strong positive correlations and are
therefore somewhat problematic 1w differentiate in such analyses,

One prohlem with this variable ina comparative perspective is thal seemingly identical
types of education may vary in their content between countries,

A profession is normally defined by characteristics such as a high educational level,
the monopoly of certain types of jobs, public certification. ete, By professions in public
administration in Norway is traditionally meant civil servants having an expertise of
a means-end character (Jacobsen 1977)0 This s an expertise that is traditonally
connected o discretionary decision-makimg behavior. Jurises have an education non



primarily connected to means-end thinking, but a lot of jurists in fact have jobs
characterized by such thinking.

9. Professional variables are defined in the following way: Professional considerations is
dichotomized between respondents saying that professional considerations are very
important as decision signals (38 percent) versus all other answers (42 percent).
Contropersiaf proposals is dichotomized between respondents that as a rule will
constder advancing & controversial proposal to their superiors (64 percent) versus all
other answers (36 percent). Finally, disagreenient is dichotomized between respondents
saying that they very seldom or never prepare or implement policies with which they
disagree (34 percent) versus all other answers (65 percent).

10.  The demography of the Nerwegian ministries has changed substantially between
1975 and 1986, especially concerning tvpe of higher ¢ducation, age. tenure and sex
distributions (Chrstensen & Egeberg 1989a). Results concerning role perceptions and
enactment, however, are mainly the same. This suggests that changing personnel in
public burcawcracies may have less impact on bureaucratic role behavior than structural
redesign (Christensen 1987; Egeberg 1987).
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