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Role of the state, political intermediation,

bureaucratic autonomy

Main questions:

- What and who is the state?

- How can one distinguish between state and society?

Central concepts:


- State interest and actors


- Societal interest and actors


- Public interest

Structure:

- State officials have both internal (institutional) and external (societal) motivations

Patrick Dunleavy & Brendan O'Leary, Theories of the State
A. Contents:

State organizations as regarded by different theories of the modern state:

1. Pluralism

Pluralism is often accused not to have a concept of the state
Naive pluralism: neutrality of the state, state as fiction or ideology

Empirical view of the state: government, institutions, bureaucracy

· Weathervane model

· state: cipher (person of no importance), passive coding machine

· the state only responds or mirrors the pressure group forces

· politics can be separated from administration, bureaucracy is subordinated to parlament

· law-making is the legitimation of victories in the pressure-group contest

· governing party can restructure the state apparatus to suit its own purposes

· bureaucracy mirrors composition of society (classes, ethnic groups, etc.)

· model cannot explain policies in ‘public interest’

· Neutral state view

· Three types of neutrality:

· bystander: laissez-faire

· referee: ensuring fairness, equal chances

· interventionist: ‘active neutrality’, balancing unequal weights

· Responsive to electoral and pressure group contest but also guarding the democratic structure and social stability
· Administrators should be partly independent from elected government and loyal to the ‘system’
· Broker state model

· Broker: own interests, but constrained by clients

· Public policy is the aggregation of pressure group activities going on inside the state apparatus

· Policy represents preferences of both public officials and strong pressure groups

· State officials are evaluating societal support for policies but are also able to manipulate society in order to gain support

· In case of balanced pressure groups state officials can act in favour of their own preferences

· Pressure groups also infer with administrative sector

· Administrators are influenced by their social background

· Broker state is not separated from society

2. New Right

· Demand-side model

· Internal operations of administration can be deduced from input process

· Government programmes converge on median voter preference

· Vote-winning governmental strategy (‘chaining’ of demands)

· Wealthy groups can organize clients
· Liberal society might be ready to accept increase of state intervention in exceptional situations (e.g. during wartime)

· State as „black-box“, separated from society

· Supply-side images

· Citizens cannot fully understand politics: manoeuvring space for government

· Monopoly position of the state in certain services

· ‘Institutional entropy’

· degenerating tendency in organizations: from serving public goals to pursuing individual interests

· market environment to counter entropy is lacking in public sector

· Bureaucracies seek to maximize budgets
· monopoly of information in negotiating budget

· secretive institutions

· weakness of political control

3. Elite Theory

· State elites seek to maintain their domination
· Political leadership

· Charismatic leadership (not always)

· Myth of the office, supported by mass media

· Personnel for ‘power elite’

· elite groups: corporate rich, military hierarchy, presidential staff

· hierarchic structures of government

· ‘Political’ directors

· clan-structures, networks, seeking for influent supporters

· Crisis-decision makers

· small circles of officials suddenly get large and direct role 

· Anonymous professionalism

· Democratic elitism: implementing governmental policy effectively

· Theory of decision-making

· problems are split up in processing

· criteria is satisfaction, not maximization

· limited search

· decisions are made in sequence, not planned

· absorbing uncertainity

· standing repertoire of operating procedures

· Radical elite theory

· administrators are controled by external business elite or commited to social roots, influenced by education (cadre-schools)

· old boy network

· professionals overweight elected officials

· Technocracy

· scientific mentality

· social engineering

· favouring market management
· State control

· External control models

· Democratic elitism: elected politicians
· Radical machine models:

· Social closure: professional and managerial cadres
· Business control: business elites, capitalists
· Autonomous models: [Nordlinger]
· Insulated elected and unelected officials

· Sometimes against interests of strongest groups (e.g. capitalists)
· Liberal corporatist models:

· Society is organised hierarchically ordered by the state

· Corporations have representational monopoly in their category
· ‘National interest’ (variable) are decisive, policies are result of bargaining, incorporation of functional elites
4. Marxism

Early Marxism: state as repressive apparatus (not applicable to after-war states)

· Instrumentalist models

· Original approach by Marx and Engels
· Indirect control of the state by capitalists

· Capitalists, state bureaucrats and party elites are united by social background and similar values

· Economic constraints and pressure force ‘leftist’ governments to give up radical social reforms

· Legislative processes have only ideological, legitimizing function

· State as unified organisation
· State monopoly capitalism (‘StaMoCap’)

· Official soviet/orthodox explanation of liberal democracies

· Fusions create monopolies

· State turns into one expoiting organisation

· Eurocommunism (reformist approach)
· Kautsky: capitalist class rules, but does not govern itself

· Proletariat is capable to conquer state through parlamentary institutions

· Arbiter models

· In case of balanced class forces bureacracy can intervene to maintain capitalist predominance

· State has a degree of autonomy: distorted mirror of class struggle

· Authoritarian statism: (carries the seeds of fascism)

· decline of parliaments, strengthening of executives

· dissolution of power segregation

· decline of political parties

· legitimation is shifting towards plebiscitary elements (via mass media)

· ‘parallel networks’: informal organizations influencing the state

· planning is rational for a certain class, not for the whole society

· emergence of authoritarian/fascist regimes where working class achieves dominance (Trotsky), to save capitalism

· Functionalist models

· Impersonal logic of capitalist development

· State personnel simply fill given roles

· State organization is optimized according to capitalists’ needs

· Dual state thesis

· state functions: preservation of order, promotion of capital accumulation and manufacturing legitimation

· social investment to maintain order, increase productivity

· two levels of government:

· central level co-ordinates social expenses

· local levels responsible for social consumption spendings

· Accounts of legal system

· law represents power relations between classes

· law changes its function according to changes in social relations

· Structuralist marxism (France, Althusser)

· repressive state apparatus: army, police forces

· ideological state apparatus: ensuring social stability

· Capital logic school
· State as ‘ideal collective capitalist’ acts on common needs of capital

· Frankfurt school
· State seeks to guarantee the collective interests of the society dominated by capital

· State is excluded from investment decisions

· State policy is constrained by relying on taxation

· Democratic legitimation, crisis management

5. Neo-Pluralism

Like Pluralism, but professionalization of government and of participation

Eric A. Nordlinger, On the Autonomy of the Democratic State
B. Previous considerations

· The explicit ‘anti-state’ attitude not only of the centre but also of the extremists in America made (US) democratic theories assuming that the state is only the executive market of the society, there is no proper distinction. (p.6)

· On the contrary the state concept has often been identified with authoritarian, reactionary or fascistic regimes. (p.6)

· Society centered, reductionist theories: Pluralism, Neo-Pluralism, Social Corporativism and (early, instrumental) Marxism (silent postulate: state is executive of the society)

C. Thesis:

“The preferences of the state are at least as important as those of civil society in accounting for what the democratic state does and does not do.” (p.1)

“The democratic state is regularly, though by no means entirely, autonomous in translating its preferences into authoritative actions, and markedly autonomous in often doing so even when they diverge from societal preferences.” (p.8)

1.) State preferences often converge with but also often diverge from societal preferences

2.) Public officials translate own preferences into authoritative action
3.) Public officials use their autonomy to prevent the emergence of diverging preferences

4.) In case of divergence public officials try to influence public opinion to bring about a shift in societal preferences

5.) In case of div. public officials try to free themselves from societal constraints
6.) In case of div. inherent state power can be used to translate the preferences of public officials into authoritative actions.

- Three components of the state autonomy concept:

· the state: “a complex set of institutional arrangements for rule operating through continuous and regulated activities of individuals acting as occupants of offices”
· individual actors

· more than government and its bureaucracy: all public officials

· definition must include only characteristics which apply to all states

· neutrality: no invariable functions, tasks

· distinction between public officials and public employees

· authoritative actions
· more or less visible

· intrastate co-ordination

· state preferences
· preferences with weightiest support from public officials

- Autonomy is the ability of the state to turn its pref.s into authoritative actions
Three types of state-centered autonomy explanations and possible

autonomy-enhancing strategies on behalf of the state:

(Precondition: state preferences and authoritative actions are coincident)

· Type I: state and societal preferences are divergent

· Neutralize resources hold by actors with divergent preferences

· employing neutralizing state resources

· secretive decision-making style

· taking formal actions conform to society preferences

· negating opposed goals less visible

· public mediation between opposed groups

· encouraging rival actors for support (‘divide et impera’)

· Diminish effectiveness of opposing groups

· co-opting some of leaders and members

· fracturing unity

· promoting divisions and mistrust

· getting them to direct some of their resources on other issues

· prolonging information process (setting up commissions)
· Dissuade actors with divergent preferences from placing their resources
· pointing out their dependence on the state

· withholding or slowing down state services for their requests

· threatening with support for or strengthening of rival groups

· putting their advantageous relations with the state at risk

· endangering their organisational cohesiveness

· Type II: state and societal pref.s tend from divergent to non-divergent
· Strategy to alter divergent societal preferences:

· holding up shared values

· pretending ‘same interests’ but ‘better strategy’ (of the state)

· accusing of ‘false consciousness’

· Keeping societal actors away from using their political power:

· pointing out the value losses on behalf of the according social rivals

· heightening benefits relative to disadvantages and costs of state actions

· assuring of acting in the groups true interest albeit of diverging pref.s

· offering co-operation (real or pretended)

· referring to other programs from which the actor benefits

· stressing shared preferences on other issues

· Mobilize indifferent actors to support state policies:

· change reception of a certain issue

· discrediting enemies through class, ethnic or regional division

· emotionalising the issue

· stressing importance of support and loyalty

· Increase political weight of supporting societal actors:

· inducing them to mobilize greater ressources by overstressing importance

· providing special advantages in exchange for mobilization

· helping in effective use of resources (building informal coalitions)

· Type III: state and societal prefs are non-divergent



(society-centered interpretation is possible)

· Strategy to strengthen the commitment of societal actors holding convergent preferences:

· limiting the dissemination of information about intrastate policy disputes

· ambiguous statements, contradictory actions

· stressing success of ongoing programs

· prevent emergence of issues which could create divergent preferences

· refer to unifying common symbols and ideas

· Strategy to cope with societal actors supporting an active government:

· recruiting experts for well-known, high positions

· stressing commitment towards solution of main social issues, problems

· exaggerating seriousity of problems, threats

· symbolic authoritative appearance, representation

· presenting the state as self-confident in its policies

· Maintaining indifferent attitudes:

· demonstrating impartiality towards civil political groups

· declaring importance of apolitical gov. institutions in decision-making

· pretending rational consideration of alternatives (manager-style)

· stressing responsiveness to societal expectations and demands

- Views on public policy: (p.32)

societal actors: concerned with effects, consequences
public actors: concernes with process, significance
- State actors: elected & appointed officials are professionals, state careerists, they are much more influenced by other officials than by societal actors (p.32)

- Institutional interests:

- Budgetary and staff expansion (p.32), 

- Maintenance of bureaucratic structure, institutional units, preservation of power, autonomy of units (p.32f)

- Relevance of informational sources, skills, experience (p.33)

- No interest in regulation of or structural restrictions to state autonomy

- Many self-generated interests

- Societal background: socialisation, education, professional training, historical legacy, recent crises, information flow... (but they do not invalidate institutional factors)

- Need not full support from civil society, most officials hardly rely on election outcomes

- Private actors: control great armoury of political resources
- In case of relative equally powerful pressure groups the state has greater opportunity of choice

D. Commentary

- How can divergence and convergence be detected?

- (according to Scott) Is governing only large-scale planning or does it have its own mêtis?

- What is public interest? (p.35)

- How is the relation between government and administration?

- Where do preferences of state officials come from?

- No clear operational distinction between state and society (Dunleavy/O’Leary), there are personal interferences between state and societal elites

- (Utilitarian) definition of state and societal preferences is problematic (volonté generale?)

- Both state and society can include inconsistent preferences and actions, no homogenity

- In the introduction he just claims equality with society-centered explanations (owing to lack of empirical evidence), in his conclusion he assumes the sole validity of his elitist conception.

- It stays unclear, how strong the influence of public officials actually is.

- According to Scott, in democratic states with strong (autonomous) civil society, which is able to resist, social engineering should prove difficult.

James C. Scott, Seeing like a State
Thesis: “Certain forms of knowledge and control require a narrowing vision.”
Legibility and simplification

· Scientifical forestry

· Fiscal concept determined the state’s view of the forest as ‘resource’

· Vocabulary: ‘timber’, ‘game’, ‘livestock’, ‘crops’, ‘weeds’, ‘pests’

· Forstwissenschaft emerged between 1765 and 1800 in Prussia/Saxony

· Mesaurement (‘Normalbaum’) leads to uniformity

· Ecological collapse after some generations (‘Waldsterben’)

· Attempts to simulate/substitute natural ecology

· Simplifying social facts, ‘mapping’
· simplification is essential in compressing facts for grand-scale use
· common measures become a necessity (metric system)

· egalitarian social demands lead to uniformization

· Shifting forms of private property
· Original forms of collective/private land tenure didn’t suit taxation purposes
· Uniformization of property forms: cadastrial maps

Examples of social engineering

· City planning

· Transformation from local forms (mediaeval towns) to rational forms (right angled, planned streets of modern cities)

· Planning serves state objectives (Haussmann)

· Surname creation

· Little need of surnames for local purposes

· Early surnames were temporally, not inherited

· Patronyms created to general identification of the state’s subjects

· Traffic centralization

· Large-scale economies need universal structures
· Loss of effectivness in crisis: Franco-Prussian War 1870-71

Authoritarian high modernism

· Scientific approach

· society becomes subject of scientific methods
· quantification needed for central administration
· Creating cities

· Brasilia, St. Petersburg, etc.

· Cities tend to subvert planners intentions: regeneration
· Le Corbusier vs. Jane Jacobs

· The vanguard party

· Lenin: What is to be done
· strickt organisation for fighting oppression

· control and instrumentalization of the ‘masses’

· professional revolutionaries: classroom teaching (agitation)

· Lenin: State and revolution
· Adopting capitalist high-modernist achievements of administration and rationalizition (Taylorism, Rathenau’s war capitalism, german post)

· Lenin: The agrarian question
· Critiques: Luxemburg and Kollontai

· The party cannot foresee every eventuality
· Means and Ends have to be harmonized

· Revolution is a living process, which cannot be planned

· Subject to revolution is the proletariat, not party leaders/planners

· Soviet collectivization

· Villagization in Tanzania

Practical knowledge

· Local specifications

· Value of practice

· Decision making

