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A governmental tradition is a set of beliels about the institutions and history of government.
In this article T argue the Anglo-Saxon governmemal tradition interprets public sector reform
differently to the Reclssstoar, participation tradition of Denmark, leading to different aims,
measures and owteomes, In the Intreduction, I define NPM arguing that is has becoimge everys
thing and is, therefore a meaningless wem. 1 idemify six dimensions o public sector reform:
privitization, marketization, corporate management, regulation, decemralization and political
contral. In section 2, 1 describe the six dimensions of public sector reform in Britain and Den-
mark, [n section 3, | ¢xplzin the idea of a governmental tradition and argue the idea is essential
to understanding the differences between Britain and Denmark, In section 4, 1 compare Brinish
and Danish rovernmental traditions, arguing the key differences lie in beliefs about the con-
stitution, burcawcracy and state-civil soctety relatons. Finally, [ provide a summary ex-
planation of the differences and argue that traditions not only shape the aims, measures and
outcomes of public sector reform but also lead o different interpretations of reform and ins
dilemmas. In Britain, the key dilemma concerns central steering capacity, In Denmark, the
main dilemma is democratic accountabiliny,

Introduction

We live in an era when, allegedly, governments reinvent themselves, At the
forefront of these revolutionary reforms is the new public management
{(MPM). In this article T deseribe how such reforms differ in Britain and
Denmark and explain why.,

NPM refers to a focus on management. not policy, and on performance
appraisal and efficiency; disaggregating public bureaucracies into agencies
which deal with one another on a user pay basis: the use of quasi-markets
and contracting-out to [oster competition: cost-cutting: and a style of
management which emphasizes, among other things. output targets. limited
term contracts, monelary incentives and freedom to manage (see Hood
1991 from whom 1 paraphrase this list). It is suid to be a global phen-
omenon. 1t is a policy ambition Tor international organizations like the
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OECD (1995) and the World Bank (1992). However, it rapidly became
clear, to paraphrase Aaron Wildavsky, ‘il NPM is everything maybe it
i5 nothing.” The label now covers all types of public sector reform; it
excludes nothing. So, the differences are of far greater interest than the
similarities.

Christensen & Laegreid (1998, 470-7 1. also citing Kickert 1997 and Olsen
& Peters 1996) identify a sharp distinction between Anglo-American re-
forms and Continental reforms. They conclude *“NPM is not an integrated
and consistent theory, but rather a loose collection of diverse doctrines,
principles and measures which are partly in opposition (o one another.” In a
similar vein, Hood (1995) abandons his early characterization of NPM,
suggesting the case for NPM as a global paradigm was overstated. These
several commentators remark that the idcas of NPM are internally contra-
dictory, calling for hierarchic steering and cgalitarian empowerment in the
same breath. Also, as we will see, the similarities in NPM are superficial,
masking significant underlying differences. The trend to NBEM is not uni-
form; for example, traditional public administration persists in the EU
Commission and Germany. The aims and results of NPM differ. In the UK,
MPM aimed to create the minimalist state. In Denmark, it aimed to protect
the state (Ministry of Finance 1993). The language of NPM obscures dif-
ferences. S0, NPM covers agencification in Britain, but not in Australia;
regional devolution in France but not in Britain. Moreover, terms such as
decentralization refer to deconcentration in an organization or devolution
1o sub-national governments. Several of the individual parts of NPM are
not new; for example, performance measurement. Distinctiveness lies in the
package not in the parts, but there is no uniform, agreed package. Finally,
the meaning of NPM has changed; for example, in Britain the early locus
was cost-cutting and efficiency but it gave way 1o a concern for the con-
sumer. So, the label NPM masks far more than it reveals. The important
questions now concern identifying and explaining the differences between
the public sector reforms of the 1980s and 1990s. 1 come not to bury NPM
but to praise national distinctiveness.

The countries were selected for three reasons: conventionally they are
seen as examples of different governmental traditions (see section 3 below);
both have public sector reform programs (see section 2 below); and there
is a body of existing research for me to re-analyze. In a single article it is not
possible to cover more than two countries or two traditions in the necessary
detail. Any description and analysis of public sector reform in Britain and
Denmark must specifly the dimensions along which these reforms varied.
The existing literature suggests there are six key dimensions: privatization,
marketization, corporale management, regulation, decentralization and
political control (see, Tor example, Aucoin 1995; Hood 1991 and 1996;
Pollitt 1993; Pollitt & Summa 1997; Rhodes 1997a; Wright 1994). T will
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define each dimension as I discuss the British and Danish reforms. I will
not use the generic term NPM. When corporate management 1s also known
as managerialism and, to heighten confusion, managerialism is also known
as NPM, it is time o drop both managerialism and NPM. [ will refer to
public sector reform, and when necessary, specify the dimension.”

Trends in Administrative Reform in Britain and
Denmark®

This section does not aim to be comprehensive, but to describe the main
trends in Britain and Denmark in the 1990s.

Privarization

Privatization refers to the sale of public assets to the private sector. Whether
the policy was a success in Britain, and one can argue aboult its several
objectives and the extent to which they were achieved, there can be no
doubt about the scale of the program. The government sold over 50 major
businesses and reduced the state-owned sector of industry by some two
thirds, raising some £64 billion to pay for tax cuts. The scale of privatization
will necessarily decling under New Labour simply because so many public
assets have been sold already. However, it is not ruled out on ideclogical
grounds; for example it sold 60 percent of the equity in the Commonwealth
Development Corporation,

In Denmark there is great support for the wellare state and the
Conservative coalition’s proposals for privatization in 1982 ‘provoked a
major public outcry against this ideological crusade’ (Jensen 1998a. 57),
even though it limited itsell’ to vague proposals for contracting-out. The
Danes have no tradition of nationalization and, therefore, have less to sell.
In 1997, the state held shares in 46 companies with an asset value of DKK
133 bilhon and had a controlling interest in 16 (Greve & Jespersen 19398,
12). Of the several sales, that of Tele Denmark was the largest share deal in
Danish history, but any further large privatization is unlikely (Jensen
1998a, 57). Privatization in Denmark is neither a question of party ideology
or of systematic policy, but of pragmatic budgetary calculations; of whether
the sale solves the organization’s budgetary problems or makes the govern-
ment's annual budget round easier (Greve 1997; Jensen 1998a, 57).

Il privatization policy 15 low-key, corporatization, especially creating
state-owned enterprises (SOEs), has become a large and distinctive reform.
Between 1975 and 1995, SOEs wripled in number (Christensen 1998). The
aim underlying SOEs is: to give management [reedom to manage while
politicians remain responsible for general policy: and 1o make SOEs more
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competitive by exposing them to market pressures and by recruiting private
sector managers (but sce Jensen 19983, 58 for a discussion of the mix of
motives), The 46 SOEs cover such industries as, for example, gas, air travel,
steel, shipping and Copenhagen airport. Some SOEs have been privatized
— for example, computing, army clothing and telecommunications ~ but
most remain profitably state owned, The post office, electricity and
the underground rail system will be the next significant ‘corporatizations.’
Their degree of autonomy varies. The policy remains pragmatic. To employ
Jensen's (1998a, 38) graphic aphorism: ‘the Conservative government of
the 1980s had a privatsation policy without privatisation, the current
government privatises . . . without any explicit policy.”

Mearketizarion

Marketization refers 10 the use of market mechanisms in the delivery of
public services. The term covers mainly contracting-out (for example, com-
pulsory competitive tendering in local government); quasi-markets in the
guise of the purchaser-provider split (for example, in health); and experi-
ments with voucher schemes (for example, education).

Previous Conservative governments forced local and health authorities
to contract-out and vigorously marketized public services. New Labour will
curb marketization. The purchaser-provider split in health and nursery
vouchers will be abolished. However, there was no promised moratorium
on contracting-out. New Labour is no enemy of the private sector and
public-private partnerships will continue and expand; for example using the
head teachers of private schoels to improve poorly performing state
schools. There has been a shift from the party dogmatism of Conservative
governments to Labour pragmatism: marketization ‘has a role to play . . .
not out of dogmatism but out of pragmatism, because we want the best
value for money’ (Clark 1997).

In Denmark, although there has been much urging to contract-out, there
has only been a small increase in contracting for goods and services from
17 pereent to 20 percent in central government and no increase in local
government (Greve 1998, 12). Indeed, the center reduced its capacily Lo
control contracting-out by decentralizing more powers to local govern-
ment (see below). Contracting-out has a distinct style in Denmark,
described by Greve (1997, 1 and 12) as negotiating over the objectives of
the policy, not just its implementation, and contracts are ‘sites for
negotiation’ (Greve 1998, 16). There has been no ‘grand unambiguous leap
from “state™ to “market” " (Jensen 1998a, 59). And let us not forget,
contracting-out is nothing new. The public sector has used the private
sector to provide *technical” services such as refuse collection and cleaning
for decades.
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Corporate Management

Corporate management refers Lo introducing private sector management in
the public sector. It stresses: hands-on, professional management: explicit
standards and measures of performance; managing by results: value for
money; and more recently closeness to the consumer. There are many vari-
ations on this list and most have their roots in a preference for private sector
management styles, stressing performance measurement in gencral and
outpul measurement in particular (see forexample Hood 1991; Pollitt 1993).

Corporate management has a long history in the UK where the reforms,
with marketization, were used to break the alleged power of the public
sector unions. Its present-day hallmark is the *3Es’ of economy, efficiency
and effectiveness with economy ever present. This emphasis shifted to
making services transparent to their consumers through such mechanisms
as the Citizen’s Charter (see Pollitt 1993). New Labour’s policy is prag-
matic, with the government supporting initiatives such as *‘Benchmarking’
{which aims to measure and improve quality) and ‘Investors in People’
{which sets standards for human resources management). Both continue the
mini-tradition of importing private sccior management practices into the
public sector. As Theakston (1998a) concludes, ‘Labour knows it cannot
afford to halt the management revolution. given the need to squecze as
much as possible from every public sector pound spent.™

Corporate management in Denmark covers management by objectives
and performance-related pay (PRP). For example, PRP was introduced for
senior executives combining measures of organizational cutputs. strategic
development and human resources development. The bonuses can amount
to 15 percent of an individual’s salary (Jensen 1998a, 61).

Before marveling at the pace of change in the public sector. I want to
stress, again, that management by objectives and performance-related pay
are not new management tools even in the public sector. and there scems
little new here to warrant talk of a new global paradigm. These techniques
are the standard fare of management consultants and business schools the
world over. Also, in Denmark. the reforms may pose challenges for the
dominant workplace culture of high job security coupled with centralized
pay negotiations and powerful unions, but they do not seek 1o emasculate
it. Rather, as Jensen (1998a, 62) argues, the corporate management reforms
are Janus-like, facing in two directions at the same time. They seek 1o
reward individual excellence through PRP and vet to encourage collective
responsibility in delivering high-quality services.

Regulation

As the boundaries of the state were redrawn in the 1980s. many governments.
including the Commission of the European Union. sought to strengthen their
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ability to regulate and audit institutions, their policies and implementation
of those policies. With the advent of privatization, governments substituted
regulation for ownership, and so multiplied the watchdogs of the new private
sector monopolies. The *audit explosion’ refers to all forms of internal and
external regulation. It covers management and financial audit and evaluation
with related quality assurance mechanisms and ‘a distinct mentality of
administrative control’ which displaces trust and focuses on quantified,
external, ex-post, expert florms of control (Power 1994, §-9),

The new regulatory bodies include: the Office of Electricity Regulation,
the Office of Gas Supply, the Office of Water Services, and the Office of
the Rail Regulator. They diller in size, ranging from the Broadcasting
Standards Couneil with a budget of £0.4 million and a staff of 14; the Office
of Telecommunications (Oftel) with a budget of £4.5 million and a staff of
120; to the Nauonal River Authority with a budget of £30 million and a
stafl of 6,500, New Labour provides more of the same, setting up a further
11 new regulatory bodies (Hood et al. 1998a),

The increase in internal regulation is also massive. Hood et al. (1998b,
62-64) identily 134 such bodies spending £776 million a year in running
costs and incurring about the same outlay in compliance costs, Examples of
such bodies range from the National Audit Office, the Prisons Inspectoralte,
the Parbamentary Commissioner for Administration, the Office of Public
Service and the Higher Education Funding Council.

The strict financial climate saw the Treasury become more powerful.
The Conservative government introduced several chanpes in budgeting and
financial management to strengthen its control of total spending while
ostensibly increasing financial delegation (Thain & Wright 1993). However,
financial discretion was an illusion. The brute reality of everyday life was
cuts in spending. Financial regulation lies at the core of the UK reform
package. [t remains so under New Labour; *As always the Treasury is a
powerful and ubiquitous force’ (Theakston 1998b; see also Gray & Jenkins
1998, 120-23).

[n Denmark, there are regulatory bodies for electricity, telecommuni-
cations, railways and postal services, but only Telestyrelsen (the Danish
National Telecom Agency) approximates to an ‘independent” utility regu-
lator. There are conflicting trends. For local authorities, there has been a
‘campaign’ to increase ‘municipal liberty’ by simplifying the rules used by
the center {Hansen 1997, 57). For central agencies, however, departments
introduced ‘new contrellers” to strengthen internal regulation (Greve &
Jespersen 1998, 16-18). Central ministries advertise for controllers and set
up new control sections targeted at specific directorates. They introduce
new audit tools; for example, six-monthly reports on their current economic
situation, and enterprise accounts. Responsibility for national audit was
transferred 1o the parliament, giving it greater independence.
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The Ministry of Finance plays an important coordinating role which is
not restricted to budget making. No central actor coordinates ministries.
Administrative reform is negotiated and, therefore the Ministry seeks to
steer indirectly. The sheer number of reports testifies Lo its commitment to
reform. Bul no organization has the direct controls of ministries. Knudsen
(1999) shows that coordination, whether through the Council of State, the
Meeting of Ministers {or Cabinet), or the various types of cabinet com-
mittee depends on ‘trust and mutual understanding between the politicians
involved, and a high level of information and feeling of personal respon-
sibility among civil servants.” The Ministry of Finance and the Prime
Minister’s Office (PMO) are key cogs in this informal system; for example,
even at Cabinet level ‘the detailed negotiations are conducted - or at least
supervised — by the Ministry of Finance and the PMO in order to control
the politically sensitive issues.” But the style is indirect, not direct, control.

Decentralization

Decentralization encompasses both deconcentration and devolutien. De-
concentration refers to the redistribution of administrative responsibilities
in central government. Devolution refers to the exercise of political auth-
ority by lay, elected, institutions within areas defined by community char-
acleristics.

Deconceniration.  In the UK, most of the reforms of the 1980s and
19905 sought to deconcentrate managerial authority; for example to
agencies. Agencification means creating semi-autonomous agencies respon-
sible lor operational management. The key notion is to separate operational
management from the policy making core or central department so the
agency has freedom to manage. It is a classical doctrine of public admini-
stration. By January 1998, there were 138 agencies in Britain emploving 77
per cent of the civil service (Cm 3889 1998) and the program was almost
complete. New Labour accepted agencies alter early doubts. There is no
consensus about the extent of deconcentration to agencies. Day & Klein
(1997) conclude that in the NHS policy has migrated from the core
department to the agency. For the chief executives of agencies the reality of
everyday life is constant interference by parent department. Treasury and
Cabinet Oflice {Barker 1997), As one chiel’ executive pointed out °1 am a
civil servant and cannot say no’ (Cabinet Office 1994, 31).

The White Paper on The Citizen's Charter (Cm 15399 1991) was prime
minister John Major's *Big ldea.” The key objectives were to improve the
quality of public services and provide betier value for money. The Citizen's
Charter contains six principles: published explicit standards: full and ac-
curate information about running services; choice for the users of services:
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courteous and helpful service; effective remedies; and efficient and econ-
omical delivery of services. Sir Robin Butler (1993, 402) describes the
Citizen’s Charter as *the culmination of the movement to output measure-
ment.’ Conswmer interests now dominate producer interests: ‘people power.”
It is a little carly for such an assessment. Pollitt (1993, 187) 1s nearer the mark
when he concludes that *it is not so much a charter for citizen empowerment
as managerialism with a human face.” New Labour seeks to ‘reinvent’ the
Citizen’s Charter and has a touching faith in the capacity of information
technology 1o improve the gquality and responsiveness of local service
delivery (Clark 1997), For example, the government has set up a People’s
Panel comprising 5,000 people from all walks of life to give their views on
improving service delivery.

Agencies were created in Britain in 1988, They are, therefore, part of
recent reforms and an example of deconcentration. Although the rationale
for agencies in Denmark also stresses separating policy and management,
they are a long-standing feature of the Danish administrative landscape.®
They figure in recent reforms, but not as an example of deconcentration (sec
below)

Devolution. Devolution s a distinctive policy ol New Labour (Cm
3658 1997) which will have many consequences for the public sector in the
UK as a whole, not just Scotland. It is too early 10 assess the outcomes, but
some possible problems are already clear. Thus, the Scottish civil servants
have transferred to the Parhament but, as stafl of the Scottish Executive,
continue to be part of a unified civil service. There are obvious lensions in
such dual lovalties. The government recognizes there is a problem, asserting
the “ultimate loyalty of civil servants will remain to the Crown.” However,
‘in practice the loyalty of individual civil servants will be 1o whichever
administration they are serving’ and they ‘will continue to take their
instructions from their departmental ministers’ {Personnel Division, Cabinet
Office, ‘Devolution and the Civil Service,” Note 2 1998). 11 seems cerlain the
UK civil service will become less unified,

After devolution, Scotland is embedded in a changed and changing sel
of institutional relationships. The Scottish Parliament sets the framework
for other Scottish public bodies, including elected local government. It
controls local authority spending. There are Scottish representatives in
Brussels, complementing the role of the UK’s permanent representation.
The Scottish Parliament is obliged to implement EU legislation. The legis-
lation is vague on the role of the civil service and ministerial accountability.
There is litile or no discussion of how the several levels of government will
waork together, espeeially when under different political control, bevond
pious urgings for the Scottish Executive and the UK government to work
closely together at both ministerial and official levels. The Welsh Assembly
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15 4 more modest affair (Cm 3718 1997; and for an assessment of the likely
cifects of devolution for Whitehall, see Hazell & Morris 1999),

Before 1972, local government could be described as part of the con-
stitution. No such claim would be made today. British central government
has exerted ever-greater control over local authorities, especially their
spending. Policy was centralizing even if the outcomes were not always as
intended (Rhodes 1997a, ch. 6). After much prevarication, the New Labour
government decided there would be no regional assemblies for England. It
is also nervous about devolving power to local government because it is
determined to keep control over public spending. The centerpiece of the
government’s White Paper on local government (Cm 4014 1998) is elected
mayors and its theme is the renewal of democracy, but it displays a marked
reluciance to cmpower local authorities.

There is a long-standing tradition of using Boards in Denmark, and they
come in various guises; for example, boards which integrate experts and the
representatives of interest groups with public administration and the boards
of dircctors of specific SOEs. The 1980s and 1990s saw a new variety; user
boards. They arc used 1o integrate service users, managers and emplovees in
education, child care, and care of the elderly (Jensen 1998a, 63-64; Siim
1998, 11-12). Also parents can sct up a sclf-organized kindergarten or
school and agree funding with the local authority. Finally, individuals have
been given the right to choose between schools and hospitals. Such freedom
of choice aims both to improve efficiency and to empower customers.

It is important to distinguish between clients, users, customers and citizens
{Jensen 1998a, 63; Siim 1998, 11). Clients depend on benefits. Customers
shop in markets. Users have formal rights. Citizens have a broad partici-
pation role covering both the community and individual serviees. The British
Citizen's Charter claims to empower users but {alls short of giving them
rights, and marketizing public services gives customers only limited oppor-
tunities o shop around. The Danish reforms also cover the customer and
user roles. But there is nothing in the British reforms remotely comparable 1o
either user boards or self-organized services. As, Siim (1998, 12) reports,
Danes believe the reforms have increased their efficacy as citizens; "Danish
schools and day care instilutions are open and participatory institutions.’
The distinction between customers and citizens oversimplifies, but it captures
animportant difference between the two countries.

The comprehensive of reform Danish local authorities in the 1970s
created 275 municipalities and 14 counties and devolved important func-
tions such as social security and social services. [t was widely interpreted as
strengthening local sell-government by giving local authorities greater
functional authority and fiscal leverage (Kjellberg 1988; Norton 1994), The
reforms continued in the 1980s. For example, secondary schools and 3.000
kilometers of roads were translerred to the counties: central state regu-
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lations of local authorities were either removed or simplified; and the free
commune experiment enabled local authorities to exempt themselves from
existing legislation. The other side of the coin was tighter spending controls
through specific, conditional grants; for example, towards the operating
costs of hospitals. Hansen (1997, 62-3) argues that these changes are not a
return to local self-government, but are creating a ‘new municipality.” There
has been a shift from ‘the traditional, state-centered form of government
to a more multi-centered and local forms of governance” (ibid., 45) which
added a strong role in policy making to their pre-eminence in implement-
ation. The municipalities *are no longer limited to local adaptation of con-
crete measures’ but are ‘participants in the overall goal setting’ (ibid., 65).
In brief, Denmark introduced more pluralist service delivery and sought to
strengthen participation in an already decentralized system.

Political Contraf

The efforts of ministers to reassert political control over the civil service is
a common feature of recent public sector reform (Aucoin 19935, 8-9).

In Britain, the Royal Institute of Public Administration {RIPA 1987, 43)
concluded there had been ‘personalization not politicization® in senior
appointments under Margaret Thatcher. There may have been no overt party
politicization of the higher civil service, but we lost ‘institutional sceplicism’
(Plowden 1994, 104). The transition 1o New Labour went smoothly — there
was only one ‘early retirement.” The Prime Minister wrote to the Head of the
Home Civil Service, Sir Robin Butler, congratulating him on the smooth
transition from a Conservative to a Labour government. There was no night
of the long knives for permanent secretaries. The new Head of the Home Civil
Service, Sir Richard Wilson, is recognizably a mandarin.

New Labour appointed 53 political advisers compared with 38 under
the previous government and threw petrol on the dying embers of the
politicization debate. The most notable increase was in the No. 10 Policy
Unit, from & to 18, It included no civil servants. Tony Blair appointed
Jonathon Powell his chief of stafl but abandoned plans to appoint him as
his principal private secretary (g post normally filled by a civil servant).
Instead an Order in Council gave him special executive powers (Theakston
1998a). Sir Richard Wilson conducted a review of the Cabinet Office which
aimed to make it the corporate heart of the civil service and strengthen
cross-departmental coordination. The changes should not be interpreted as
politicization but as centralization. As Hennessy argues, the No. 10 Unit
and the Cabinet Office drive government policy making and this proactive
core is supported by more than 100 task forces, advisory groups and reviews
designed to tackle, for example, the ‘wicked issues” which cross depart-
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mental boundarics. So, *No. 10 is omnipresent in the serious policy reviews'
{Hennessy 1998, 135).

In Denmark at the end of the 1970s there were 87 agencies (or
directorates). However, the distinctive story to be told is of de-agencification
and contract steering, both of which seek to strengthen political account-
ability. Jargensen & Hansen (1995, 552) suggest that agencies or directorates
faced persistent problems over administrative duplication and the policy-
administration gap; either agencies interfered in policy making, or ministers
would not limit their interventions to general policy, or both. The result was
a loss of political accountability and control. Reform sought to resolve this
problem and so directorates, departments and ministries were merged.

Contract stecring aimed to improve operational efficiency and to separate
policy from day-to-day management, thereby increasing political control
over policy through a results-based contract which defined the objectives,
tasks, targets, rights and duties of the agency (Pedersen et al. 1997). Aboul
40 state agencies are on contract. The contracts are not legally binding and
last for two o four years. There are no sanctions for failing to meet targets.
The agency gets freedom to manage, provided it meets its objectives within
its budget. Ministers get a firmer grip on policy by clarifying agency
objectives, and they can cancel the contract when they want. By 1993, there
were 56 such contracts, and the innovation is judged a success by the
Minmistry of Finance, its chiel sponsor, because clarifving objectives led to
improvements in efficiency. Others are less sanguine; for example key per-
formance targets were not in the contracts (see Drumaux in Pedersen et al.
1997; Greve & Jespersen 1998, 13).

As the Danish government decentralized, it also centralized. Jorgensen
& Hansen (1993, 554, 561) argue these changes ‘can be interpreted as
attempts to regain ministerial control: to bridge politics and administration
— and to give priority to politics.” The problem confronting the Danish
government was lack of accountability and control. So, ministers opted lor
the twin strategics of: *bridging’ the politics-administration gap by centra-
lizing; and *buflering’ by using management reforms to delimit the scope for
ministerial intervention.

Explaining the Differences, Analyzing Governmental
Traditions
How do we Explain the Differences?

There have been several attempts to explain the variations in public sector
reform in Western Europe (see Hood 1996; Naschold 1993: Pollin &
Summa 1997, Rhodes 1997a, ch. 5; Wright 1994, 104-8). Hood (1996.
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273-82) focuses on ‘English awfulness,” right-wing party politics, poor
cconomic performance, and scaling down big government. He finds none an
acceplable explanation of the variations. Naschold (1995, 215-17) argues
that the successful implementation of public sector ‘modernization’ depends
on ‘path dependency’ {or “historical traditions, cultural norms and estab-
lished practices’); political mobilization by advocacy coalitions of admini-
strative and political elites; the institutionalization of such coalitions; and
influential meta-organizations and institutions that produce knowledge
{and on path dependency see Hall & Taylor 1996, 941-42; and Hay &
Wincott 1998, 955-36). She does not try to explain why the reforms differ in
their aims, measurcs and outcomes. As a final example, Pollitt & Summa
(1997, 13-13) suggest that cconomic pressures, the nature of the political
system; administrative structures and party political doctrine explain vari-
ations. They favour an institutional approach, concluding that ‘the most
convincing explanations . . . appear 1o rest . . . upon the characteristics of
the political and administrative systems already in place. . . . [T]hese
characteristics . . . most significantly influenced what was possible in terms
of the scope, process and speed of reform (sce also Peters 1997, 262). [ want
to develop the argument that governmental traditions and ideas are central
1o understanding recent changes.

Govermmenited Traditions

A tradition is a set of beliefs someone picks up during a process of
socialization. This heritage comes to each individual who, through their
agency, then can modify and transform it even as they pass it on to others.
This set of shared theories form the background against which we construct
the world. Traditions are contingent, constantly evolving, necessarily in a
historical context and consist of theories and narratives. Narratives are the
form theories take in the human sciences: narratives are to the human
sciences what theories are to the natural sciences (paraphrased from Bevir
1999). There is a sense, therefore, in which there is no NPM or public scctor
reform because all complex political objects are constructed in part by our
prior theories of the world and the traditions of which they are part. How
we understand reform depends, therefore, on the theories which we do use,
Reform is a narrative interpreted through traditions

A governmental tradion 1s a set of inherited beliefs about the in-
stitutions and history ol government (cf. Davis 1998, 158; Perez-Dias 1993,
7). Loughlin & Peters (1997, 46) distinguish between the Anglo-Saxon
{no state) tradition; the Germanic Rechisstaar tradition; the French
(Mapoleonic) tradition; and the Scandinavian tradition which mixes the
Anglo-Saxon and Germanic. Thus, in the Germanic tradition, state and
civil society are part of one organic whole; the state is a transcendent entity,
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The Anglo-Saxon pluralist tradition draws a more distinet boundary
between state and civil society with contract rather than natural law as
the basis to the state. Civil servants have no constitutional position. The
Mapoleonic tradition sees the French state as the one and indivisible republic,
exercising strong central authority Lo contain the hostile relations between
state and civil society. The Scandinavian tradition is also ‘organicist,’ influ-
enced by the ideas of the Recflirsseaar tradition, but differs from the Germanic
tradition in being a decentralized unitary state with a strong participation
ethic. (In this paragraph | paraphrase Loughlin & Peters 1997, 46-55).

So British governmental traditions interpret public sector reform dif-
ferently to Danish state traditions and, as a result, the reforms have
different aims, measures and outcomes. I distinguish between beliefs about
central constitutional siructures; political-bureaucratic relations; and state-
civil society relations, especially government-interest group links (adapted
from Christensen 1995). In other words, administrative reform in Britain
and Denmark differs because of significant diflerences in these beliefs.

Comparing Traditions

Britain®

Beliefs abour the Constitution.  The conventional wisdom is captured in
the Westminster model which sees Britain as a unitary state charactenzed by:
parliamentary sovereignty: strong cabinet government; ministerial account-
ability; majority party control of the executive (that is, prime minister,
cabinet and the civil service); elaborate conventions for the conduct of
parliamentary business; institutionalized opposition, and the rules of debate
(Gamble 1990, 407). Even those who disagree with the Westminster view
use its language to debate the issue (Bevir & Rhodes 199%a and b: Birch 1964,
237). Atits simplest, parliamentary sovereignty means parliament can make
or unmake any law with no fear of legal challenge from the courts. Ministers
are accountable Lo parliament for the actions of their department. Collective
accountability means ministers must publicly support cabinet decisions.

Three facets of the model are divectly relevant to my analysis of public
sector reform. First, a defining characteristic of the British governmental
tradition is its strong executive. Birch's summary 1s most apt: "government
should have boih the powers and the ability to provide strong leadership’
(1964, 245).

Second, there are no constitutional constraints on that exceutive bevond
those it chooses to accepl. Once the government decides on a change. it can
foree it through. Crick captures the point concisely:

333



The only restraimts (on authority) are political. Governments are restraingd by what they
think the ¢country will stand for come the general election, and they adhere to things like
general elections because they prefer (whether out of ethics, habit or prudence, or all three)
to settle dispantes politically rather than despotically and coercively (Crick 1964, 16)

Finally, the first-past-the-post, two-party system produces working maj-
orities in parliament which the government of the day can use to deliver
legislation on its manifesio promises.

Beliefs abour Political-bureawcraric Relations.  Before the middle of the
19th century:

The “permancnt civil service’ . . . differed from its modern coumnterpart in three sipmficant
wavs, It was not permanent, 1t was not civil, and it was not a service (Parcis 1969, 22).

Subsequently Britain developed a ‘constitutional bureaucracy’ or:

am unpolitical civil service whose primary connexion is with the Crown, and whick, while
subordinated e party povernments, is unafTected by their changes: the two permanent
elements, the Crovwn and the civil service, which not by chance together lefi the political
arcna, supply the framework for the free play of parliamentary politics and povernments’
{amier 1974, 14; ¢ited in Parris 1969, 49),

In other words, it is permanent, politically neutral, anonymous, and dis-
creet to the point of being secretive (Birch 1964, 241-42).

In Britain, the generalist, in function and by educational background, is
admired.

We believe that men who have been engaged, up 1o one or two and twenty, in studies which
have no immediate connexion with the business of any profession, and of which the effect
is merely 1o open, to invigorate, and 1o enrich the mind, will generally be found, in the busis
ness of every profession, superior (o men who have, at eighteen or nineteen, devoted thems-
selves to the spacial stwdies of their calling (Macaulay quoted i Parris 194659, 287).

The Conservative government’s determination to introduce privaie sector
management skills into the civil service 15 the modern way of criticizing
the service for its lack of specialist skills. The percentage of recruits from
Oxbridge with arts and humanities degrees has Fallen bul remains high
at nearly 45 percent. Their role is shaped by their constitutional setting;
cabinet responsibility and ministerial accountability to parliament cast
them in the inescapably generalist-political role of supporting their non-
specialist minister.

The generalist cvil servant owes no duty 1o a higher authority than
the minister. Sir Robert Armstrong’s The Duries and Responsibifities of
Civid Servants in relation o Ministers. Note by the Head of the Civit Service
{25 February 1985 in Cabinet Office 1994) restates the constitutional beliel
that: “the duty of the individual civil servant is first and foremost to the
Minister of the Crown who is in charge of the department in which he or she
is serving.’

354



Befiefs abowr Srate-Civil Society Relarions.  Greenleaf (1983a,15-20) de-
scribes the British political tradition as a dialectic between two opposing
tendencies: libertarianism and collectivism. Libertarianism stresses four
things: the basic importance of the individual; the limited role of govern-
ment; the dangers of concentrating power; and the rule of law. Its antithesis,
collectivism stresses: the public good; social justice; and the idea of positive
government.” These strains exist in both political parties. They set the
boundarics to political debate.

Norton (1991, ch. 2} stresses four features of the British political culture:
empirical problem-solving; allegiant and deferential attitudes to the poli-
lical system, cooperative making decistons, and individualistic yet trusting
relations with compatriots and allies. This combination is *the civic culture’
(see also Kavanagh 1990, ch. 4; Rose 1983, ch. 4). And since 1963 it has
changed only incrementally: ‘My argument is simply stated: Although sub-
ject to modification, the civic culture remains’ (Norton 1991, 29-30}. This
stress on political stability is an integral part of the Westminster model (see
Gamble 1990, 411; Harrison 1996, 5-6; Kavanagh 1990, 56; and Bevir &
Rhodes 1999 (or more citations).

The pattern of interest intermediation takes the form of functional policy
networks. Such networks:

# limit participation in policy making:

& define the roles of actors;

decide which issues to include and exclude from the policy agenda:

o through the rules of the game, shape the behavior ol actors;

& privilege certain interests not only by according them access but also
by favoring their preferred policy outcomes: and

substitute private government for public accountability {see Marsh &
Rhodes 1992; Rhodes 19974, ch. 1 and 3; Rhodes 1999, ch. 8).

In short, as Birch (1964, 245) arzucs the British political tradivion places
‘consistency. prudence and leadership® before accountability to Parliament
and responsiveness Lo public opinion. So, the networks of group integration
are exclusionary in membership, Britain is characterized by political oligo-
poly and & passive political culture.

Deumark®

Beliefs abowt the Coustiterion. Knudsen identifies the following features
of “the Scandinavian model™;

Haomogeneity, continuity, high level of orgamsation. And at the level of the public sector: A
stromg st tradition, but combined with a high integration between state and soctety through
strong ol governments, mud through integration with the organmisations, a teadition for
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consensual democracy, trdition for multi-party systems with strong Social Democratic
partics and agrarian parties, high welfare ambitions based on institutional rights linked to
citizenship, a public scetor with universal bureancracies, a public administration with a low
level of corruption and a comparatively high level of efficiency (K audsen (1931, 96).

Denmark differs from other Scandinavian countries because of its absol-
utist heritage. The beliefs in parliamentary sovereignty, the direct account-
ability of ministers and strong local governments have deep historical roots
in the challenge 1o the monarchy. It also owes its strong bureaucratic and
legal tradition to the influence of its neighbor Germany. So, there is a large
measure of agreement about the main features of the Danish governmental
tradition and three features are important for the analysis of public sector
reform.”

First, multi-party coalitions of 3-5 parties produce a negotiative decision
style. Although there have been nine changes of government in the 1980s
and 1990s, each worked within the overall idiom set by previous coalitions.
There are many small negotiable eleavages, but few large ideological ones.

Second, Denmark has a system of ministerial government:

in which each Cabinet minister 15 politically and judicially responsible, has helped 1o make
central government administration sectoral and rather alien 1o co-ordination procedures
and bodies. Thus, the staff in the Prime Minister's Office is small in number, the formal
power af the Ministry of Finance is limited, and the work procedures of the Cabinet arne
informal (QECD 1993, 63; see also Knudsen 1991, 75).

There 1s no centralized authority able to organize the government
machine and ‘Each department is . . . closely connected to it agencics and
externally organised interests’ (OECD 1993, 63). However, as we shall see,
both the Prime Minister’s Office and the Ministry of Finance seck to steer
indirectly (Jensen 1998a, 60; Knudsen 1999),

Third, under the 184% Constitution, local authorities have the right ‘to
manage their own affairs under the control of the state.” They have a high
degree of constitutional autonomy; deseribed as *spectacular’ by Knudsen
{1991, 74). The National Association of Municipalities and the Association
of Danish Counties are of ‘major importance’ (OECD 1993, 63) and
conslitute ‘the local government world™ speaking for ‘the local interest,’
phrases which capture their standing. They bargain [or local authorities
with the central state. Their influence is long-standing. They were one of the
bulwarks against absolute monarchy. Local authorities have a dual role:
local-self government and local stale administration, including collecting 58
per cent of all taxes. This dual constitutional status persists and central
poveérnment must negotiate; it cannot commaned,

Beliefs abowt Politicel- Bureaucratic Relations.  The deflining character-
istic of a Reclrssrear is that it is a legal state vested with exceptional
authority but constrained by its own laws, Civil servants are not just public
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employees, but personifications of state authority (Loughlin & Peters
1997, 46). The Rechisstaar tradition ‘emphasizes a relatively sharp dis-
tinction between politics and administration, political-hierarchical control
of the administration and administrative activitics based on universal rule’
(Christensen 1995, 19). So, Knudsen describes the dominant tradition as:

a highly bureaucratie, rule-bound and hierarchic structure designed o promote abjective
decizion making on the basis of appropriate laws or regulations in obedience 1o the current
povernment, whatever s political complexion (Knudsen 1991, 37).

However, this tradition is a product of the 19h century, and few Danes
today would stress the importance of the Recfitsstaar tradition, although its
influence persists in, for example, the fact that some 50 percent of top civil
servants have law degrees. Rather they would point to the growth of the
wellare state, the attendant need lor professional expertise and the auton-
omy of such professionals. Thus, there has been a marked increase in the
numbers of top civil servants with degrees in the social sciences, most
notably economics.

State-Civil Society Relations.  Allegedly, two Danes stuck in a lift will
instantly create an association (Jensen 1998a, 63). Indisputably Denmark has
much associational politics (OECD 1993, 63). This tradition has deep roots:

ithere has been a parifciparery tradition of involving ordinary citizens in politics ihai goes
back to the political and cultural self-organisation of (he farmers of the 191h cemury and 1o
the ideas of the workers movement in the 200th cemuey (Siim 1993, 13).

A further characteristic of the Scandinavian state tradition is that
‘participation in public decision-making is more regularized and formalized.
as reflected in concepts like integrated participation in government, political
segmeniation and corporatist features’ (Christensen 1995, 23). It is also
referred to as the ‘megotiated cconomy’ in which resources are allocated
through institutional bargaining.” These negotiations are “between “indepen-
dent™ agents, where the relevant public authority is usually one of several
participants.” The resulting agreements are not subject to legal sanctions but
are ‘discursive, politically or morally binding.” This negotiated economy
has ‘shattered’ public authority and “institutional arrangements have been
constituted, consisting of numerous, functionally differentiated and mutu-
ally independent institutions, which coordinate actions through networks.
reach decisions via the negotiating games and extract commitments from one
another through politically and morally binding agreements’ (Nielsen &
Pedersen 1988, 81, 82 and 97). So Danish political culture is divided between
citizen autonomy expressed through associations and the formal organized
participation of the negotiated economy and the tension between a strong
state and a strong emphasis on self-organization and individual rights,
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Comparing Divergent Trends, Interpreting
Distinctive Dilemmas

Summary

There is always the danger of reifying traditions when comparing them.
For any country there will be multiple traditions, and the key question is
who articulates which tradition. Thus, for Denmark, such notions as
Rechrssiaas, parliamentary sovereignty, welfare state professionalism and
ministerial accoumability are open to many interpretations (and on Britain
sce Bevir & Rhodes 1998). 1 accept that, ideally, I should provide a more
nuanced account of the several traditions and their proponents. The adage
has it that *the proof of the pudding is in the eating.” I may oversimplify, but
my broad-brush comparison demonstrates the value of analyzing tradi-
tions, does not preclude a subsequent unpacking of the traditions of each
country, and suggests several ways of developing such an analysis.

Against a backcloth of fiscal pressure, the British government pushed
through public sector reform shaped by a governmental tradition char-
acterized by strong executive leadership, no constitutional limits and two-
party politics, Administrative reform is always political and all British
governments since 1979 have sought to cut government spending and to exert
effective control over the administrative machine. The Conservative govern-
ment aimed to reduce public spending by redrawing the boundaries of the
state and evolved a clear set of political ideas to justify and “sell’ its various
reform packages to the electorate. It attacked big government, local govern-
ment and waste, used markets to create more individual choice and
campaigned for the consumer. Privatization and marketization pushed back
the boundaries of the state and gave the government more control (over
financial totals) over less (service delivery). There was an explosion of new
regulatory bodies, internal to government as well as lor external bodies, and
a protracted drive to introduce corporate management, to reinforce political
control. The New Labour government differs only in that it is more prag-
matic in implementing the Conservatives’ reforms. The outcomes are open Lo
debate. Public ownership was reduced dramatically, but it was accompanied
by an audit and regulatory explosion. The assertion of political control led
o no reduction in public expenditure, although (arguably) it slowed the rate
of increase. Fragmenting service delivery systems multiplied networks and
reduced the center’s capacity to steer. The fate of the British government was
that of all governments; unintended consequences.

The Danish government’s response to fiscal stress was a ‘revolution in
slow motion’ (Qlsen 1983, 188). The aim was to preserve a popular wellare
state by selected reforms aimed at getting better value for money. Public
sector reform is difficult to distinguish from any other policy area; it was
characterized by a negotiated consensus and a pragmatism which avoided
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Table 1. Comparing Governmental Traditions,

Tradition Britain Denmark

Beliefs about the {i) Strong executive (i) Megotiated consensus

constitution underpinnid by twao-parly underpinned by multi-party
sysiem coalitions

(i1} Parhamentary sovercignty (1) Constitutional State

Beliels abowt the (1) Generalists' {1} Spocialists with professional
burcavcracy autonomy
(i) Individual and collective {ii) Ministerial autonomy
accountability
(iii) Freedom to manage (iif) Political conirol
Beliefs about s1ate- (i) Allegiant-deferential (i) Participation
civil society relations {ii) Exclusive networks {ii} Inclusive networks
(1i1) Citizen as consumer (itip Active cilizen

clear winners and losers. The choice of means was a technical matter, not
ideological. So, privatization and marketization were but two options among
many, to be uscd when there was agreement they were the best way forward.
Other means, such as regulation, were scarcely used at all. The government
sought greater control through corporate management reforms and the use
of *flexible’ contracts. It also distanced itself from problems by decentralizing
to local government and citizens. Devolution was sought and won by the
national associations of authorities, but the policy also bears a more cynical
interprelation as ‘off-loading to the periphery” beeause responsibilities were
handed over without the necessary fiscal resources, The reform orthodoxy of
the Ministry of Finance claims the reforms enhanced efficiency because, lor
example, agencies have clearer goals, but the outcomes are uncertain and
ambiguous, Many changes continue “the Danish tradition of foggy corporate
governance in a different disguise’ (Jensen 1998a, 63).

So, there are marked differences in the aims, measures and outcomes of
the reforms; differences which can be explained by the different govern-
mental traditions of the two countries.' These differences are summarized
in Table 1.

Comparing Divergenr Trends

Beliefs abowt the Cousritnrion.

a. Strong executive vs. negotiated consensus

The point is obvious. The British tradition of majority party government
underpinning a strong exccutive means the government can drive through
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its reforms, whereas such reforms have to be agreed by a multi-party co-
alition in Denmark and then negotiated with other affected parties.
Privatization illustrates the difference. Britain had a comprehensive, ideo-
logically driven program of reform designed to create the minimalist state,
Privatization was the flagship policy. Privatization 1s a pragmatic policy in
Denmark. Multiplying SOEs may be distinctive, but it is an intermediate
solution to changing the boundaries of the public and private sector; a
means of preserving the state.

b. Parliamentary sovereignty vs. constitutional state

Although parliamentary sovereigniy is a shared constitutional principle,
Britain's uncodified constitution means there are few il any constraints on
Britain's strong executive. In Denmark, the historical strength of local
government, entrenched in the constitution, means it can eflectively resist
central government and its powers have increased. The opposite is true in
Britain where parliamentary sovereignty meant local authoritics were sub-
jected to ever more stringent central controls. Contracting-out is one
obvious example; it was imposed. In Denmark, the national associations of
local government defended local government against this policy. It was
not imposed. The center had to rely on example and persuasion. There was
little or no increase in contracting for goods and services in local govern-
ment. Moreover, although relational contracting is spreading in Britain, on
a hard-soft contracting scale, the two countries remain poles apart. The
Danish approach is non-ideological and contracting is an invitation to
negotiate, although it can still stir the political emotions of both Left and
Right. In Britain contracting was a central belief of New Right ideology for
two decades; a tool for creating the minimal state.

Beliefs about tire Bureaucracy.

a. Party vs. minister

British ministers are powerful, As in Denmark, they are individually
accountable o parliament. But they are always subject to party discipline
and collective cabinet accountability. Public sector reform was not at the
discretion of individual ministers. It was an ideological, party driven, co-
ordinated change. There is no equivalent to the Danish tradition of in-
dependent ministers. The Danish system of ministerial government means
elfective public sector reform depends on political cooperation between
ministers. Each minister can decide on the preferred reforms for her or his
ministry, There is no overall control of the reform process. No political-
bureaucratic system can work without trust and pragmatism, but they are
ihe essential currency ol coordination in Denmark.
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b. Generalists vs. professional autonomy

Generalist civil servants in Britain are political-administrators. They fire-
fight for ministers to keep them out of trouble in parliament and elsewhere.
They draw together and interpret specialist advice for ministers who are
rarely experts in their field of responsibility. By tradition they are a source
of ‘institutional skepticism’ about policies but, once the decision is made,
their job is to give ministers what they want; nowadays they are described
as ‘can do’ civil servants. So, they delivered public sector reform,

There are no generalist civil servants in Denmark. All are specialists,
whether lawyers or the professional experts of the welfare state, and they
play a key role in policy formulation and design as well as implementation,
providing ‘integrated advice” {(Ministry of Finance 1998 cited in Jensen et
al. 1999). So, public sector reform in Denmark is characterized by a "prag-
matic ool orientation® (Greve & Jespersen 1998, 14).'"" a “technocratic-
rational’ conception of the reforms (Jensen 1998a, 60); and driven by
bureaucrals, not politicians, most notably the Ministry of Finance.'* So.
SOEs reflect the pragmatic, technocratic Danish tradition because they are
an intermediate reform; neither privatized nor state run.

¢. Freedom to manage vs. political control

Although this summary comparnison emphasizes the differences between
the two countries, analyzing traditions can also identily similarities. Thus.
parliamentary sovercignty and ministerial accountability mean both gov-
ernments face a problem; bureaucratic accountability,

Politicians and top bureaucrats mn both countries distinguish between
policy and management, justifving the reforms with the argument that it
gives managers the freedom o manage and deliver public services effici-
ently. The obvious contrast 15 between British agencification and Danish
de-agencification. So, British reforms sought to increase the freedom to
manage, whereas Danish reforms sought 1o enhance political control. a
course of action which scems 1o undermine the rationale of the reforms.
Any such conclusion is misleading. Agency reform in both countries seeks
1o increase political control of the bureaucracy, NPM is sometimes said 1o
dismantle hierarchy. But several strands clearly aim to reinforce hier-
archical control. De-agencification is one example: it is an attempt 1o make
hierarchy work. Britain faces the same tension between deconcentration
and political control. The (then) Conservative Home Secretary. Michael
Howard, sacked Derek Lewis, chiel executive of the Prison Service. who
complained bitterly aboul the Home Secretary’s extensive interlerence in
operational maitters. He alleged Howard “invented o new definition ol the
word “operational” which meant “difficult™.” He commented that Howard's
attempl Lo use the distinction between policy and operation was no more
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than a political fig leal which was so small as to be grossly indecent” (cited in
Barker 1997), Controlis an objective common to politicians in both countrics
whether direct as with de-agencification or indirect as with agency frame-
work documents and contract steering.

Beliefs about State and Civil Sociery. At the most general level, the
difference between Britain and Denmark 1s between an allegiant-deferential
or passive political tradition and a participative tradition characterized by
associational politics. This difference obviously underpins the distinctive
decentralizing strand in Danish public sector reform. I now unpack this
explanation of the differences between the two countrics.

a. Exelusive vs. inclusive

Public sector reform in Britain was an attack on collectivism and a re-
assertion of the libertarian strand in the British governmental tradition, It
attacked policy networks which it castigated as examples of producer and
trade union power. Thus, Henney (1984, 380-81) sees networks as an
example of the corporate state; ‘the institutionalised exercise of political
and economic power” by the various tvpes of local authority, government,
the unions and to a lesser extent business. Each network builds a *cultural
cocoon’ rationalizing their interests with the public interest. Producers
interests rule, and it is not OK. Privatization and marketization aimed to
destroy the cocoons. Union participation was curbed, bul many British
networks arc based on professional interests concerned with the allocation
of resources by networks in welfare state services. They persist and, because
of service fragmentation, have multiplied and grown stronger in a localized
form. It is hard to identify equivalent trends in Denmark where formal
institutionalized participation remains a characteristic of Danish demo-
cracy and does not systematically seek to exclude important interests.

b. Consumer vs, citizen

As a tourist, there is always the danger I will become dewy-cyed aboul
Danish associational life.”® Strengthening user and citizen roles in public
sector service delivery is distinctive and to British eyes an exciting alter-
native to New Right market prescriptions. The description “sell-organizing”
is apt and the consumer reforms in Britain are no parallel, Such reforms
are distinetively Scandinavian and there is no reason to associate them with
the MPM which never envisaped democratization as a means of delivering
services let alone improving efficiency.'® I other reforms were ‘interpreted’
through the lens of Danish political traditions, the citizen reforms are a
product of that tradition.
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Imerpreving Distinceive Dilemnnas

Differences in traditions, within and between countries, explain the different
interpretations of reforms and these competing interpretations produce
distinctive dilemmas, A dilemma arises for an individual or an institution
when a new idea stands in opposition to an existing idea and so forces a
reconsideration. Public sector reform, as interpreted in the two countries,
throws up different dilemmas.’®

In Britain, public scctor reform was one of the motors behind the shift
from government to governance because it multiplied networks (Rhodes
1997a). A central objective of reform was to increase political control, but
the policy had many unintended consequences. How do vou control these
networks? This question confronts the dilemma of steering. Other phrases
used in Britain to describe the same dilemma are joined-up government or
holistic governance. Whatever phrase is preferred, the problem is always
the same. How do you control independent organizations? The answer is
net with the tools of corporate management which focus on intra- not inter-
organizational control and management, The “New Labour” version of the
dilemma runs as follows. Government confronts *wicked problems” which
do not fit in with functional government based on central departments and
their associated policy networks. Such functional government is costly,
centralized, short-term, focuses on cure not prevention, lacks coordination,
measures the wrong things and 1s not accountable. The solution 1s holistic
government which will span departmental cages. The twelve recommenda-
tions include: holistic budgets designed around outcomes, not functions:
cross-functional outcome measures; integrated information systems (for
gxample, one stop shops); and culture, value for money and preventive
audits (Perri 6 1997, 10-12 and ch. 4-7). In short, the solution of new means
of central control will conflict with the negotiating style of joint decision
making characteristic of networks, a point grasped by neither Conservative
nor Labour governments (Rhodes 1997b).,

In Denmark, the key dilemma posed by public sector reform 1s the
challenge to democracy and accountability. The dilemma occurs in many
guises. First, there is the democratic dilemma of the gray zone where the
accountability and market competition conflict o the detriment of the
former (Greve 1998; Jensen 1998a). Second. there is the dilemma of in-
stitutionalized participation and the *Everyday Maker.” Siim (1998, 14) sees
“u split in the Danish political culture between the strong sense of autonomy
of citizens in civil society” and the state *as the medium for the public good”
operating through the institutionalized participation. For Bang & Sorensen
(1993, 20}, the Everyday Muker acts out various roles — contractor. board
member, leader — and the locus of her political activity has shilted from
Tormal organizing to more informal networking” in the fragmented net-
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works of governance. So, the Everyday Maker is an allernative to, and a
potential rival of, formal participation. Third, the active citizen may be
rare, even an endangered species. User boards involve only a small minority
and conventional methods of service delivery predominate. Jensen (1998b)
shows how the democratic experiment in Danish social housing is con-
founded by the fatalism of tenants and the lack of suitable democratic
skills, So associational governance may be a distinctive feature of Danish
public sector reform, but is it the defining characteristic? Finally, do sell-
organizing methods of service delivery work? There are some obvious
questions. What does it costs? Is it open? Who is excluded? The evidence is
contradictory. Danish schools may be open. However, pool steering, a pool
of government money for which local actors can bid to do something about
‘wicked 1ssues,” experiences variable success which hinges on the capacity
of actors to cooperate and create effective local policy networks. They can
only do so if they avoid hard-core social problems and ‘difficult” minorities.
S0, sclf-organization is not necessarily open or accountable, nor is it con-
trollable by either local authorities or the central state and this reduced
capacily to steer matters when groups are excluded.

Concluding Remarks

In theory at least, throughout this article, I have been talking about one
topic, the New Public Management. 1 have shown that the British and
Danish governments introduced markedly different policies under this
label. T explained the differences by the differing beliefs about the insti-
tutions and history of government. Finally, I argued these differences mean
the governments confront distinet dilemmas. So, the next phase of public
sector reform will not start at the same point. In Britain the main problem
is constructed as steering: as re-establishing control over networks. In
Denmark, the key dilemma is constructed as democratizing governance
through self-organizing citizens,'®

There are some obvious qualifications to this bald argument. First, in
both countries, the reforms are in progress. We do not know the cutcomes
(Jorgensen 1999). Any interpretation is speculative 1o a greater or lesser
degree.

Sccond, there are many traditions in cach country, each providing other
possible constructions of reform. In Denmark, there is the Ministry of
Finance's NPM reform strategy; a coherent narrative of orderly change
where the key dilemma is weak central coordination vs. ministerial auton-
omy. So, the reforms provide “a simple, coherent narrative that reinforces
human belief that change can be domesticated and controlled’ (Jensen
19984, 65). There is the *slow revolution” narrative which sees change con-
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tinuously translated through the beliefs and actions of actors socialized into
the traditions of Danish government. There 15 the democratic revolution
narrative built around the Everyday Maker. An understanding of change
starts with conflicting beliefs. So, beliefs about parliamentary sovereignty
conflict with beliefs about professional expertise and autonomy which in
turn conflict with beliefs about ministerial accountability. The beliefs about
the frecdom to manage in the public sector reforms simply point up these
conflicts because they bump into beliefs about professional autonomy and
ministerial accountability. Even the distinctive user reforms create dilem-
mas as the ‘Everyday Maker’ confronts beliefs in representative democracy,
especially the role of the elected representatives as spokesperson for the
citizen. The different stories, the collision of ideas and the dilemmas posed
by conflicting ideas become the catalyst for yet more change (and on Britain
see Bevir & Rhodes 1998).

I do not want to argue for any onc interpretation, only for the in-
evitability of such interpretations and the key role of beliefs about govern-
ment in those interpretations. There is no such thing as NPM. The need to
domesticate public sector reform, to make it orderly and comprehensible,
may be understandable but it does not mean there is an essentialist account
of such changes; there are only competing webs of interpretation.

MOTES

1. Fevised version of an inaugural leeture delivered an the University of Copenhagen on
Tuesday 24 November 1995, My thanks 1o the public administration group at the
Instiiwie of Politeal Science, University of Copenhagen who provided invaluable
advice, ceferences and teanslations. [ could not have written the lecture without the help
of Carsten Greve, Lotte Jensen, Torben Beck Jorgensen and Tim Knudsen. T would
also like 1o thank Mark Bevir and Janice MeMillan for help and advice,

2, This article is o specific illustration of o broader trend: the shift from government (o
LOVEFRANCE. AS COVErNMenis COnract-oul s«ervices, sell agencies 10 the private sector,
create quasi-markets, and decentralize funcuons o lecal authorives, they fragment
serviees and blur the boundaries between the public sector, private sector muarkets,
associations and voluntary organizations, This process creates the conditions in which
networks multiply, To deliver their sepviees, arganizations have 1o cooperate with one
anather: they are imerdependent. In the UR, corporate management and marker-
ization did not create markets. Fragnentation led 1o preater inter-organizational de.
petdence and muloplied networks as an wnintended consequenee of public sector
refrm. So 1o explore public sector reform is to explore one of the motors behind the
new governance; it is. in part. a consequence of public sector reform (on Britain see
Rhodes 1997 and on Denmark see Bang & Sorensen 1995).

L3 Rhodes 1997, ch, 5-7 and Rhodes 1993 provide an ascount of public sector reform
in the UK under both the Conservative povermment sund MNew Labour since May 1997,
See alzor Gray and Jenkims 1998, Hennessy 1998 Riddell 1997 and Theakston 19980
mnd b Equivalent aceoums in English of Danish public sector reform can be found in:
Crreve 1997 and 1998; Greve & Jesporsen 1998; Jensen 1993; Jorgensen & Hansen [995;
Jorgensen 1999 1 have also wsed private information collected in my capagity as
Dircctor of the ESRC's Whitehall Programme. For both the UK and Denmark 1 con.
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centrate on the 19905, [ have not atlempted 10 be up-to-date because my concern 15 1o
deseribe and interpret trends, not 1o provide a diary of administrative events,

Initially, a White Paper on “Better Government’ was promised for autumn 1997, It
would clean up politics; root out waste and inefficiency; improve repulation: listen to
the people in developing services; provide greater transparency and accoumabifity; use
the potential of IT wo deliver seevices, nol just mformation; and break down
institutional barriers 1o working together {(Clark 1997). The Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster promised a radical initiative which would set out the vision of what
government would look like in 15 years, It was repeatedly delayed. The deadline of
May 1998, and the ‘new deadline” of June or July 1998 came and went. I ecr on the side
of understatement when [ infer public secior reform was not a priority. The White
Paper Imally emerged in March 1999 (Cm 4310). A defining characteristic is its call for
‘joined-up government,” or better coordination between central and local government
and any other sector involved in serviee delivery, but the White Paper is not an cxciting
document. 11 is mainly a case of mare of the same.

Danish agencies are also known as diceclorates and distinguished by keéeping pro-
fessional administeation within the ministey, albeil with a special status. This contrasts
with the Swedish model which stresses professional autonomy and locates professionl
admingstration owtside the ministrics; and the Norwegian model which oscillates
Between the two, secking a balance between professional awtenomy and political
control (Christensen 19935, 30).

On the British governmental tradition my main sources are: Deer 1982; Dirch 1964;
and Greenleal [983a and by and, o show that my summary has s least widespread
currency, | have drawn on the popular textbooks by Kavanagh 1990, Morton 1991; and
Rose 1985,

My view of tradition differs. His opposing tendencies are ahistorical. Although they
come into being in the nineteenth century, they remain static, acling as fixed categories,
ideal types, into which he forces individual thinkers and wexis, even different pares of
the one wext or different witerances by the one thinker. Instances cannot be consteucted
by comparison with the features of & tradition, The UK governmental tradition has
many interwoven strands (and for an example see Bevir & Rhodes 1998),

My main sources on the Danish povernmental tradition are: Christensen 1995; Elder
ol al, 1982; Jensen 1998; Knudsen 1991, ch. 1, especially 89-97; Knudsen & Rothstein
1994; and OLECD 1993,

A Few examples 1o support this conclusion, Elder et al. (1982, ch, 1) treat Denmark as
a consensual democracy characterized by hiph ‘regime legitimaey’ and "widespread
sipport for the principle of parliamemary government’; *a low level of conflict about
the actual exercise of power within that state’; and ‘a high degree of concertation in the
gestation of public policy.” Christensen (1925, 25) argues "the Scandinavian state
tradition . . . is primarily characierized by homogeneity and consensus, . . . Strong
culural norms of collectivity and equality, and specialized arcnas.” So, “The parlia-
mentary pringiple . . . resulted in bath strong executive and legislative powers, wmd 3
close, cooperative and consensus-oriented style, characterized by trust and motusl
adjustment” (ibid., 13).

This article seeks wo show how traditions shape reforms. Another way of making my case
1% o demonstrate the inadequacies of accounts of public sector reform which ipnore the
impact of governmental traditions, See for example: Anne Drumaus, "‘Commentary,” in
Pedersen et al. 1997, She argues for sanctions in contracis, criticizes the ministerial
power (o revoke contracts, insists the Ministry of Finance must continue 1o advise on
and promote the reforms, and wants standardization of contract procedures. She
completely ipnores the constitutional position of ministers and the central role of st
and pragmatism in bargaining between ministers. She wants 1o change the Danish
governmentil tradition withoul even recognizing that it is 4 constraint on her proposals!
For example, the rele of the Ministry of Finance as the pilot of the reforms can be
interpreted as an erosion of ministerial povernment. The underlying message of reform is
thee wrgent need for central coordination, not ministerial autenomy. What chance this
missape will be welcomed by minisiers secking (o re-assert political control?



i1, A touch of irony — Kavanagh (1990, 66) comments that *British politicians are noted
for their pragmatism, a quality that is contrasted with the iendency for politicians in
some Continental countries 1o be more theoretical and abstract in their thinking.” His
comment does not guite caplure the differences in public sector reform in Britain and
Denmark!

iz, All of these differences could be summed up wsing the idea of the developmenial state.
As Marquand (1988, 145) argues, Britain failed “to adapt 1o the waves of wechnological
and institetional innovation sweeping through the world economy” and did not beeome
an adaptive, developmental state because of a political culiure suTused with the values
and assumptions of whiggery, above all with the central Lockean assumption that
individual property rights are amecedent 1o society. In such a culture, the whale notion
of public power, standing apart from prvate nterests, wis bound to be alien, Yet
without that notion, it is hard 10 see how a developmental state, with 1he capacity to
form a view of the direction the cconemy ought to ke, and the will and moral
authority to put its views inte practice, can come into existence (ibid., 154). Denmack
does have a developmental state. And oote, Britain's distnctive political traditon once
again les at the heart of the explanation.

13, It is as well 1o ask what the link is between sssociations and democrecy rather than
assuming there 35 one. It can be argued that associational life presumes social and
cultwral homogeneity and that minorities, such as ‘refugees.” are excluded. 1f so0, being
‘one of us® becomes a prerequisite of associaional democracy, it s not open o all and,
theretore, undemogratic.

14. My Danish colleagues commented that decentralization, especially self-organizing,
was not part of the new public management. T agree it should not be subsumed vnder
this label, but it is, for cxample by the GECD (1995, 8).

15, Rhodes (19%7a, ¢h. 5) argues that public seeior reflorm poses five dilemmas for Brivish
government: fragmemation-complexity, sweering, disasters, accountability and ethics
(and For an equivalent hst for Denmark see Jorgensen 1999). 1 do not have the space 1o
diseuss all five. T fecus on steering and accoumahility to show how traditions spotlight
different dilemmas and construe them differently.

16, My analysis of both countries is based on geademic constructions of how other actors,
mainly the political and bureaveratie elite, construct their world. Ideally. of course. |
should tell the story through the eyes of the several political and burcancratic actors,
focusing on their beliels and reasons; than is hick deseriprions” of theie world. But ther
version of 1the story 15 not available o me. So, mstead 1 wse academic aecount of how
public managers responded 10 public sector reform; that is, scademic “constructions of
other peaple’s constructions of what they arc wp to’ (Geertz 1973, 9. Sce also Bevir &
Rhodes 1999a and Rhodes 1999, ¢h. 8).
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