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1. Introduction

In this paper I provide a brief intellectual history of that field of British political science known as Public Administration.
 First, I describe the traditional approach and show that it still lies at the heart of the subject by analysing trends in publications and research funding between 1979 and 1999. Second, I identify and describe the core ideas which inform debates in Public Administration in the 1990s. Third, I mount a critique of Public Administration from an interpretative perspective. Of necessity, I can provide only a brief introduction to this approach, which I illustrate by decentering public sector reform in Britain. Finally, in the conclusions, I offer some reflections on the study of Public Administration, arguing that its students are too often attached to ‘reformism’, or designing solutions to practical (and therefore practitioner) problems, and are too rarely reflexive and critical. 

2. Identifying the Tradition

Writing in 1975, William Robson argued the general approach in Public Administration was institutional. It focused on the history, structure, functions, powers and relationships of government, mainly central and local government (Robson 1975: 73). This description still accurately represents much work in the field (Rhodes 1997a: chapter 4).
 

Research publications, 1979-99.

One way of assessing the state of any field of inquiry is to examine its changing pattern of publications and research funding. So I analyse the contents of Public Administration, the leading United Kingdom (UK) journal,
 and funding by the Economic and Social Research Council, easily the largest provider of research grants. I seek to show the dominant institutional tradition persists in the 1990s. 

In my earlier commentaries on the state of the profession in the United Kingdom (UK), I describe the dominant traditional approach and show that the contents and methods of Public Administration since 1945 remained traditional.
 Table 1 summarises the subject matter of the journal in the 1980s and 1990s.
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Table 1. Subjects of Articles in Public Administration, 1979-99.

	SUBJECT
	1980-1984
	1985-1989
	1990-1994


	1994-1999



	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Administrative Theory
	3
	3
	5
	5
	7
	4
	25
	11

	Public Management
	12
	13
	7
	5
	50
	32
	33
	15

	Citizen Participation
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1

	Public Policy Making
	28
	29
	29
	28
	20
	13
	11
	5

	Planning
	9
	10
	3
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Accountability
	4
	4
	7
	7
	1
	1
	6
	3

	Personnel
	6
	6
	3
	3
	2
	1
	1
	<1

	Budgeting
	6
	6
	2
	2
	3
	2
	6
	3

	Intergovernmental Relations
	-
	-
	-
	-
	4
	3
	3
	1

	Local Government and other sub-central bodies
	10
	11
	15
	15
	15
	10
	35
	16

	EU
	1
	1
	4
	4
	3
	2
	15
	7

	Central Government
	5
	5
	3
	3
	17
	11
	32
	14

	Comparative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	a) Western Europe
	4
	4
	6
	6
	11
	7
	30
	13

	
	b) USA
	4
	4
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4
	2

	
	c) Others
	1
	1
	6
	6
	20
	13
	9
	4

	Administrative Law
	1
	1
	8
	8
	-
	-
	2
	1

	Other (mainly IT)
	-
	-
	2
	2
	1
	1
	9
	4


Of course, there have been some significant changes. In the 1980s, public policy making was flavour of the decade, replaced in the 1990s by public management. Most articles now employ empirical analysis and about a quarter use some form of statistical analysis (Rhodes 1995: 6). There was also a threefold growth in theory articles. Such long-standing, favourite topics as budgeting, personnel and planning have almost disappeared from the journal’s pages. There was also a large increase in the number of comparative articles from an average of about 5% in the 1970s and 1980s to 19% in the 1990s. The main areas were the European Union (EU) and Western Europe. Also, at the risk of stating the obvious, British central and local government remained the primary research focus, not other institutions or processes. In short, the journal reflected both the long-standing institutional heart of the field and changes in public administration with the growth of the new public management and membership of the EU. 

Research funding in the 1990s

The ESRC is the dominant source of funds for academic social science research in the UK. From 1979 to 1990, ESRC funding of Public Administration research declined continuously to reach an all-time low in 1990. Levels of funding did not pick-up until 1996 and then peaked in the late 1990s (see Rhodes 1995 Table 7 and Table 2 below). 
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Table 2: ESRC Research Grants (Public Administration, 1990-1998) (£000s).
 

	Year
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	Total
£/(%)

	Administrative Theory
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public Management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9.6
	
	9.6
(<1)

	Citizen Participation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public policy making
	43.8
	63.5
	21.5
	
	
	69.5
	59.6
	
	43.5
	301.4
(7)

	Planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Accountability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Personnel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Budgeting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intergovernmental 
relations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local government and 
other sub-central 
bodies
	
	29.3
	
	24.5
	
	54.6
	501.4
	845.1
	375.1
	1830
(43)

	EU
	
	
	15.3
	156.6
	106.2
	47.8
	222.2
	
	51.9
	600
(14)

	Central government
	
	
	
	
	15.9
	
	98.8
	523.2
	504.6
	1142.5
(27)

	Comparative
	1.5
	22.8
	4.7
	
	
	
	20.6
	9.6
	273.8
	333
(8)

	Administrative Law
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other: (mainly IT)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	45.3
	115.6
	41.5
	181.1
	122.1
	171.9
	902.6
	1387.6
	1248.9
	4216.6


The reasons for this turnaround were the ESRC’s research programmes on ‘Local Governance’ and ‘Whitehall’ which accounted for 70% of all grants in the 1990s. So, funding reinforced the traditional institutional foci of the field, although both programmes had several projects on public management (see below). Also, there was a noteworthy increase in funding for EU and comparative research, although even here most funds were for projects that were part of ESRC programmes. Such comparative work accounted for 22% of research funding in the 1990s. 

The Local Governance Programme ran from 1993- 1998 and it sought to document the transformation of the structure of government beyond Westminster and Whitehall from a system of local government into a system of local governance involving complex sets of organisations drawn from the public and private sectors. It had several strands including: the history of the institutions of local governance from 1801 onwards; the changing context of local governance, particularly the Europeanisation of local governance; the changing map of local power examining, for example, the community power structures of London; changes in local politics - for example, the changing nature of political leadership; new forms of service delivery; and the changing role of management in local authorities.

The Whitehall Programme ran from 1994 to 1999 and aimed to describe, to explain and to create a better understanding of both recent and long-term changes in British government, comparing these changes with those in other EU member states and other states with a 'Westminster' system of government. It too had six strands: developing theories about the new governance; analysing the hollowing out of the state; providing an anthology of what is going on, especially up-to-date accounts of the impact of change on central departments and on the changing roles and relationships of  ministers and civil servants; analysing changing patterns of accountability and of regulation; and analysing new forms of service delivery. 

Although both Programmes responded to the ESRC’s call for policy relevant research and involved users in their work, academic, not practitioner, concerns, led them. For example the Whitehall Programme was explicitly set up as ‘curiosity research’ - that is, to reflect academic interests and concerns (see below). It was agreed with the ESRC and the Cabinet Office that its primary objective was not to provide policy relevant advice although, in practice, it combined basic research on the evolution of British government with policy relevant research on present-day practice in Britain and Europe.
 

3. Core Ideas of the 1990s
So far I have identified the traditional topics of Public Administration and the changes of the 1980s and 1990s but I have said nothing about the substance of this work. What are the intellectual ideas that inform the field in the 1990s? There has been a noteworthy broadening of focus which I seek to capture in the following four aphorisms: from bureaucracy to public management; from marketisation to governance; from unitary state to differentiated polity; and from local to global and back again.
 

From bureaucracy to the new public management
As a noviciate in Public Administration in the 1970s I read about its intellectual crisis. Subsequently I contributed to this continuing debate, describing both the pits of despond and such achievements as contingency theory and policy network analysis. Of the various crises, the challenge from the new public management (NPM) in the 1980s produced more gloom and doom than any crisis before or since. 

NPM has two disparate, divergent sets of ideas: managerialism; and marketisation. Managerialism refers to 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 customer. It is often referred to as the '3Es' of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. Marketisation refers to introducing incentive structures (such as market competition) into public service provision. It stresses disaggregating bureaucracies; greater competition through contracting-out and quasi-markets; and consumer choice (for a more detailed discussion, see: Hood 1991; and Pollitt 1993). 

The Conservative government elected in 1979 gradually evolved a reform strategy based on these ideas. Before 1988, managerialism was the dominant strand in Britain. After 1988, the ideas underpinning marketisation became a major source of innovation. The causes of this managerial revolution have been oft rehearsed. It is commonly argued the changes are a response to: 

· Economic depression and fiscal pressures leading to budget deficits.

· The 'New Right's' ideological distrust of 'big government' and accompanying determination to redraw the boundaries of the state.

· Europeanisation, which further increased regulation and introduced new administrative pressures (for example, regionalisation).

· Public disenchantment with government performance. Government is seen as doing too much and whatever it does, doesn't work.

· International management fashions, especially the new public management (NPM). 

· Information technology which made it easier to introduce NPM (Wright 1994: 104-8).

The pace of change in Britain was greater than elsewhere in Western Europe for four reasons. First, a defining characteristic of British government is its strong executive and Margaret Thatcher used her position to push through reform of the civil service. Second, there are few constitutional constraints on that leadership. For public sector reform, the government used its prerogative powers and did not need to gain parliamentary approval. Third, the government evolved a clear ideological strategy to justify and 'sell' its various reform packages. It attacked big government and waste, used markets to create more individual choice and campaigned for the consumer. Finally, the government sought to cut public spending as part of an economic strategy designed to curb inflation. Administrative reform was part of a larger economic package, which gave an urgency to the search for greater managerial efficiency which is not always found for such ‘unexciting’ topics. In sum, bureaucracies were no longer fashionable and marketising public services, by for example contracting them out to the private sector, was the order of the day.

The coming of the New Right with its love of markets heralded lean times for Public Administration. Long concerned with the design of public institutions, especially with creating efficient and democratically controlled bureaucracies, it found its prescriptions roundly rejected for private sector management skills and marketisation. Bureaucrats were recast as self-serving producers who sought to maximise the agency budget. The public interest was a myth. Students of Public Administration were sidelined, reduced to commenting on changes pioneered by others.
 

From marketisation to governance

NPM and its fashionable nostrums are already being challenged. Awareness of the unintended consequences of managerialism and marketisation grows. Thus, marketing public services fragments service delivery, multiplying the organisations involved and creating pressures to build networks characterised by trust and management by negotiation rather than price and competition. After 1979, function-based policy networks based on central departments (or sections of them) changed in two ways. First, the membership of networks became broader, incorporating both the private and voluntary sectors. Second, the government swapped direct for indirect controls by, for example, contracting-out services to the private sector. It also bypassed local authorities for special-purpose bodies and removed operational management from central departments and vested it in separate agencies. The policies of managerialism and marketisation had the unintended consequence of speeding up fragmentation and multiplying networks.

These networks are difficult to steer and the term governance seeks to capture both the blurred boundary between state and civil society and the constraints on the capacity of the centre to steer. Inevitably there are many definitions of the term but perhaps the simplest for present purposes is ‘network steering’. In sum, the last two decades have seen a shift from bureaucracy to markets to networks and the public sector is now characterised by a complex mix of service delivery systems (Rhodes 1997a: chapter 3 and 1999b). 

Governance is part of Public Administration’s fight back against the New Right. It is a description of the unintended consequences of corporate management and marketisation. It is a response, therefore, to the perceived weaknesses of marketisation and fragmented service delivery systems. The networks so central to the analysis of governance are a response to this pluralisation of policy making. Finally, the governance literature grapples with the changing role of the state after the varied public sector reforms of the 1980s and 1990s. In the UK context, where there is no state tradition comparable to the continental tradition of rechtsstaat, governance explores how the informal authority of networks supplements and supplants the formal authority of government. The governance literature explores the limits to the state and seeks to develop a more diverse view of state authority and its exercise.

The literature on ‘governance as steering networks’ grows rapidly, although the labels vary including holistic governance and joined-up government.
 Governance as steering networks is used to describe public sector change; to interpret the changing British state and to prescribe the next round of reforms. It has become the defining narrative of British government at the turn of the century and the Public Administration community played a significant part in this discursive change. The Local Governance and Whitehall Programmes provide a language for describing a world of networks and challenge the long dominant, managerial ideology. Both Programmes describe a world in which networks rival markets and bureaucracy as an apt way of delivering services (see for example Rhodes 1999c). 

From unitary state to differentiated polity

The British governmental tradition is unitary; political authority is centralised and undivided. The picture was always misleading because the British State has an equally long-standing tradition of divided functional authority. Britain always had extensive functional decentralisation. It was always a union of territories. It is best characterised as a differentiated polity with a multi-form maze of institutions (see Rhodes 1988; Rose 1992). Now, devolution to Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales reunites divided functional authority with political authority and this union may well constitute a major challenge to the undivided political authority of the Crown in Parliament. We may stand on the brink of the Dis-United Kingdom. The implications of this transition for the Union, for the civil services of the UK, for territorial local authorities, for English regional government, and for links with the EU will occupy the attention of students of Public Administration for years to come. 

For example, Hazell and Morris (1999) argue the civil service will have to deal with three devolved governments. Because devolution is a process not an event and because each assembly has different powers, it will confront ‘a rolling programme of asymmetrical devolution’. The civil service will also confront a patchwork quilt of regional assembles and directly elected mayors in England. There is also be new machinery of government to manage intergovernmental relations both for domestic matters and the EU; most notably the Joint Ministerial Committee (Cm. 4444, 1999) and the Council of the Isles. The consequences of these changes may include replacing the territorial secretaries of state with a single cabinet minister responsible for managing territorial (including fiscal) affairs. Despite UK government protestations to the contrary, devolution may also see the end of a unified civil service with Scotland and Wales having their own civil service as is the case in Northern Ireland already. Diplomatic skill in intergovernmental bargaining will become a prominent part of a civil servant’s repertoire. Written understandings of ‘concordats’ will characterise relations. They will not be legal documents and the topics may be less than exciting (for example, appointments to UK public bodies) but they will be public, transparent and slowly but surely they will come to structure expectations. The Joint Ministerial Committee will become the main forum for negotiations between governments, giving Britain a taste of the federal-provincial diplomacy so characteristic of other Westminster systems such as Australia and Canada. Finally, individual Whitehall departments will set up devolution units to manage their links and the devolved governments will not only have missions in London but also Brussels. Devolution will increase the workload on civil servants and place even greater strain on the centre’s capacity to steer. In the words of the Head of the Home Civil Service, Sir Richard Wilson (1998) the civil service ‘are going to have to learn skills that we haven’t learned before’. In short, the networking skills increasingly required to manage service delivery are also at a premium in managing the intergovernmental relations of devolved Britain. 

From local to global and back again

Inflated claims surround 'globalization'; for example, that the global economy dominates national economies. The British debate is narrower, focusing on, for example, the hollowing-out of the state or the loss of state capacity upwards to the EU and downward to special-purpose bodies and sideways to agencies. This focus is too narrow and students of Public Administration must explore the constraints emanating from the internationalization of production and financial transactions, international organisations, international law and power blocs (Held 1991). Globalization raises important questions about: the impact of the international system on the administrative structuring and restructuring of the nation state; the relationship between the nation state, the rule of law and the international system; and the effect of the internationalisation of policy making on domestic steering capacities. But equally, national governmental traditions and state structures mediate the effects of globalization. The state remains a pivotal institution in the study of public administration. The challenge for Public Administration is to overcome its myopic concern with the details of public administration and explore not just the effects of the global on the local but also how the local produces both differentiated and shared responses to common international pressures. 

For example, NPM is often treated as an example of globalisation but, even allowing that the term refers to a discrete set of reforms (Hood 1995; Rhodes 1998), there are marked differences in the way individual countries respond to the ‘same’ international pressures. For example, the Danish government’s response was a ‘revolution in slow motion’ (Olsen 1983: 188). The aim was to preserve a popular welfare 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 characterised by a negotiated consensus and a pragmatism, which avoided clear winners and losers. The choice of means was a technical matter, not dictated by party ideology. So, privatisation and marketisation were but two choices among many, to be used 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 though corporate management reforms and the use of ‘flexible’ contracts. It also distanced itself from problems by decentralising to local government and citizens. Devolution was sought and won by the national associations of local authorities. User and citizen roles in public sector service delivery were strengthened. The description ‘self-organising’ is apt and the consumer reforms in Britain are no parallel. Such reforms are distinctively Scandinavian and there is no reason to associate them with NPM, which never envisaged democratisation as a means of delivering services let alone improving efficiency. If other reforms were ‘interpreted’ through the lens of Danish political traditions, the citizen reforms are a product of that tradition. The reform orthodoxy of the Ministry of Finance claims the reforms enhanced efficiency because, for 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 1998: 65). So, there are marked differences in the aims, measures and outcomes of the reforms (and for a more detailed account comparing reform in Britain and Denmark see Rhodes 1999d). The example clearly shows that as well as looking at the effects of globalization on the public administration of nation states, it is as important to look at local responses to those pressures. 

Any attempt to identify trends will fail but the agenda for the next ten years will include some of my suggested topics. I am equally confident the ‘scientific’ pretensions of Public Administration will have to survive a major onslaught from the post-modern, anti-foundational, hermeneutic, constructivist - call it what you will - Stimmung (Bernstein 1991). 

4. Anti-foundationalism and Public Administration
Anti-foundationalism provides an alternative epistemology to the lukewarm positivism that underpins much Public Administration. Anti-foundationalists explicitly reject the idea of given truths whether based on pure reason or pure experience. As a result, they typically look suspiciously on any claim to describe neutrally an external reality. They emphasise the constructed nature of our claims to knowledge (Rorty 1980). 

'Constructivist' theories of the human sciences also suggest that an element of interpretation is inevitable. For example, Collingwood (1939 and 1993) argues that historians ask questions and answer them with stories to make sense out of ‘facts’, which in their raw form make no sense at all. He summarises his position as follows:

history should be (a) ... an answering of questions; (b) concerned with human action in the past; (c) pursued by interpretation of evidence; and (d) for the sake of human self-knowledge (1993 pp. 10-11).  

And Collingwood insists knowledge is 'Created, not discovered, because evidence is not evidence until it makes something evident' (Collingwood 1965 p. 99 italics in original). This does not mean there are no 'facts', only that historians construct them. The human sciences are constructed and shaped by the concepts and theories used. The resulting interpretation is always incomplete, always open to challenge. Such a view of the human sciences contrasts markedly with those commonly found in Public Administration where the influence of natural science models remains great. 

Crucially, this anti-foundational epistemology in the human sciences still allows for the possibility of our judging rival theories or narratives by agreed standards of comparison. Objectivity arises from criticising and comparing rival webs of interpretation about agreed facts using rules of intellectual honesty. The key rules are accuracy and openness. Accuracy means using established standards of evidence and reason; so, we will prefer one theory to another if it is more accurate, comprehensive and consistent. Openness means taking criticism seriously and preferring positive speculative theories that open new avenues of research and make new predictions supported by agreed facts. These rules provide the criteria for comparing webs of beliefs. The clear difference between this approach and conventional approaches to studying government is that all interpretations are provisional. We cannot appeal to a logic of vindication or refutation. Objectivity rests on criteria of comparison. The interpretation we select will not be one that reveals itself as a given truth. Rather, we will select the 'best' interpretation by a process of gradual comparison. 

Anti-foundationalism has implications beyond the epistemological domain. Neither scholars nor their subjects have pure perceptions or pure reason. Those we study do not have pure experiences or interests. So, we cannot read off their beliefs, desires or actions from allegedly objective social facts about them. Rather, we must allow they construct their beliefs against the background of a tradition (or episteme or paradigm) and often in response to dilemmas (or problems, or anomalies). Anti-foundationalism encourages us, therefore, to understand explanation in the human sciences through such notions as traditions, narratives, decentering and dilemmas (Bevir 1999a).
 
Traditions

A tradition is a set of theories or narratives, and associated practices, which people inherit and that form the background against which they form beliefs and perform actions. Traditions are contingent, constantly evolving, and necessarily located in a historical context. Traditions emerge out of specific instances and the relations between them where the instances that make up a tradition are handed on from generation to generation, whether from parent to child in families or elder to apprentice in organisations and networks. Traditions must be composed of beliefs and practices relayed from teacher to pupil and so on. Moreover, because traditions are not fixed or static, it is not possible to identify or construct their particular instances by comparing them with the key features of the tradition. Rather, we can only identify the particular instances that compose any given tradition by tracing the appropriate historical connections back through time. 

Narratives

Narratives are the form theories take in the human sciences; they are to the human sciences what theories are to the natural sciences. The point I want to make by evoking narratives is that the human sciences do not offer us causal explanations that evoke physically necessary relationships between phenomena. Rather, they offer us explanations of human affairs that work by relating beliefs, actions, and institutions to one another through the appropriate conditional and volitional connections. Although narratives may follow a chronological order and contain such elements as setting, character, actions and happenings, their defining characteristic is that they explain actions by reference to beliefs and preferences. The human sciences rely, therefore, on narrative structures akin to those found in works of fiction. However, the stories told by the human sciences are not fiction. The difference between the two lies not in the use of narrative, but in the relationship of the narrative structures to the agreed facts about the world. 

Decentering

A decentered study of an institution explores the way it is created, sustained or modified through the ideas and actions of subjects. Decentered studies are essential because we cannot read-off the ideas and actions of individuals from knowledge of objective social facts about them. Although historians of ideas increasingly emphasise both how social discourses inform individual utterances and how social discourses are embedded in practices and institutions, it remains the case that individuals can exercise their particular reason in given social contexts. A decentered account will produce a radical emphasis on the capacity of the subject to imbue his or her actions with meaning and to redefine that meaning in, for example, organisational dialogue. 

Dilemmas

In the Oxford English Dictionary a dilemma is a choice between equally unfavourable alternatives. Here I modify this definition to fit the specific context. So, a dilemma arises for an individual or institution when a new idea or ideas stands in opposition to an existing idea or ideas and forces a choice. Because we cannot read-off the ideas and actions of individuals from objective social facts about them, we can understand how their beliefs and actions, and social practices, change only by exploring the ways in which they conceive of, and respond to, dilemmas. Thus, an analysis of change and developments in British public administration must take place through a study of the relevant dilemmas. We need to explore the ways individuals have developed intellectual traditions to bring about change in the institutions of which they are a part. 

Decentering Public Sector Reform
The obvious way to illustrate this approach is to look at how individuals draw on traditions to understand changes. For example, to understand Thatcherism one needs to understand not only that Britain suffered from severe inflation in the 1970s but also the ways in which libertarians, conservatives, Whigs and socialists conceived the origins, nature and solution to such inflation (see Bevir and Rhodes 1998a). Here, I look at the ways in which specific ideas about public sector reform changed through time by exploring how the beliefs of New Labour differ from Old Labour.
 

New Labour has invoked a succession of visions, from the stakeholder society to ‘the third way’, all of which mark its distinctive response to dilemmas such as state-overload.
 Blair (1998) declares the Labour Party under his leadership as ‘new in our means, but Labour in our aims’. The same theme is picked-up by Gordon Brown, Chancellor of the Exchequer, and Tony Wright, a Labour Member of Parliament, when they express their continuing faith in ‘fundamental socialist values’ that have ‘an enduring quality’ even though particular policies have to ‘change in the light of new problems, knowledge and circumstances’ (Brown and Wright 1995: 13 and 29). The third way represents an attempt to keep many strands of the social democratic vision while accepting a need for new policies. Far from simply copying the neo-liberal doctrines of the New Right, it draws on traditional social democratic ideas to condemn them. I illustrate this point by examining New Labour’s construction of joined-up governance and the ways in which it differs from both traditional social democratic policies and those associated with the New Right. 

The New Right argued the minimal state required managerialism and marketisation (see pp. 8-10 above). These changes and their causes are not given as brute facts. They are ideas that people construct as they experience the world and these experiences depend on their existing beliefs, or tradition, as well as on what is objectively out there. So, the social democrats of New Labour see the dilemma of state-overload significantly differently from the New Right. Social democrats traditionally believed in fellowship, enshrined in a bureaucratic state providing universal welfare. The New Right promoted individualism, with social relations based mainly on contracts and the market. New Labour favours a society of stakeholders enabled by a state that forms with them partnerships and networks based on trust (see Figure 3).
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Table 3. New Labour and Governance
	
	New Labour
	Old Labour
	New Right

	Public Philosophy


	Stakeholding
	Fellowship
	Individualism

	Service Delivery:

i) Characteristic

organisation

ii) Characteristic

relationship


	Network

Trust
	Bureaucracy

Command
	Market

Competition


New Labour changed the Labour Party’s attitude to delivering public services. They reinterpreted the concerns highlighted by the New Right from within the socialist tradition. The Old Labour model resembled a top-down, command-style bureaucracy based on centralised rules. The Party became associated with hierarchic organisation with co-ordination secured by administrative orders. The New Right rejected this model, arguing that it was both inefficient and eroded individual freedom. The Thatcher governments tried to make public services more efficient through privatisation, managerialism and marketisation. Citizens became consumers able to choose between an array of public services. Although command bureaucracy remains a major way of delivering public services, privatisation, the purchaser-provider split, and management techniques from the private sector all have become an integral part of British governance. 

New Labour’s third way embodies a critique of the New Right’s model of public service delivery. It suggests the New Right has an exaggerated faith in markets. New Labour believes individuals are not just competitive and self-interested but also co-operative and concerned for the welfare of others. So, public services should encourage co-operation while continuing to use market mechanisms when suitable. For example, David Clark (1997), then the Minister for Public Services, explained that policies such as market testing ‘will not be pursued blindly as an article of faith’ but they ‘will continue where they offer best value for money’. New Labour insists that markets are not always the best way to deliver public services. They can go against the public interest, reinforce inequalities, and entrench privilege. Besides, much of the public sector simply is not amenable to market competition. Indeed trust and partnership are essential. With no market, one has to rely on either honest co-operation or specify standards in absurd detail. Far from promoting efficiency, therefore, marketisation can undermine standards of service quality (Rhodes 1997b).

On the other hand, New Labour does not defend the command bureaucracy associated with Old Labour. Rather, we can identify a shift in the social democratic tradition inspired in part by the New Right’s concerns with market efficiency and choice. For example, Mandelson and Liddle (1996: 27) explicitly reject the ‘municipal socialism’ and ‘centralised nationalisation’ of the past. They insist New Labour ‘does not seek to provide centralised ‘statist’ solutions to every social and economic problem.’ Instead New Labour promotes the idea of networks of institutions and individuals acting in partnership held together by relations of trust. New Labour’s concern with networks based on relations of trust does not exclude either command bureaucracy or quasi-market competition. Rather, New Labour proposes a mix of hierarchies, markets, and networks, with choices depending on the service under consideration. So, government policy is that ‘services should be provided through the sector best placed to provide those services most effectively’, where ‘this can be the public, private or voluntary sector, or partnerships between these sectors’ (Cm 4011 1998). Even a simple service is liable to display a mix of structures, strategies, and relationships.

The Labour government uses networks to institutionalise its ideals of partnership and an enabling state. Blair (1998) stated the aims succinctly: ‘joined-up problems need joined-up solutions’ and this theme runs through the Modernising Government White Paper with its frequent references to ‘joined-up’ government and ‘holistic governance’ (Cm 4130 1999: 6, 7, 10-11, 15, 16, 20, 23, 24, 27, 32, 33, 40, 45, 46 53 and 56;see also Cabinet Office 1999a). So services must be effective and co-ordinated and the principles of joined-up government apply also to voluntary and private sector organisations. The Cabinet Office takes the idea further by setting standards for ‘modernised’ policy making which include joining-up (Cabinet Office 1999b: chapter 9; and Annexes A and B). 

Joining-up takes various forms. For example, there are area-based programmes or ‘action zones’ (26 in health, 25 in education) linking central and local government, health authorities, the private sector and voluntary organisations; and group focused programmes such as the ‘Better Government for Older People’ pilot (Cm 4130 1999: 18, 26-7 and 29). The state is an enabling partner that joins and steers flexible networks and public servants must adapt. Already the jargon breeds - diplomats, boundary-spanning roles, reticulists - but whatever the label, the task is to build bridges between the organisations involved in designing policies and delivering services. Networks are not just Third Way rhetoric because the notion has influenced and is changing substantive policy details about how organisations should work together. New Labour is implementing joined-up government and for all its flaws (Rhodes 2000c), it is a distinctive policy initiative. 

New Labour’s emphasis on individual choice and involvement may draw on themes developed by the New Right; for example promoting customer-focused services (Cabinet Office 1998). However, New Labour does not adhere strictly to the New Right’s vision of the new public management. The third way stresses developing networks to promote co-operation and these networks are supposed to be based on trust. Blair describes such trust as ‘the recognition of a mutual purpose for which we work together and in which we all benefit’ (Blair 1996: 292). Trust matters as we are interdependent social beings who achieve more by working together than by competing. Quality public services are best achieved through co-operative relations based on trust. Blair talks of building relationships of trust between all actors in society. Organisations from the public, private and voluntary sectors should exchange information about their practices to improve co-operation. Trust is promoted inside organisations by allowing individual responsibility and discretion to replace rigid hierarchical structures. Individuals should be trusted to decide and implement policies without following strict procedures. 

The New Right portrays governance as made up of policies, such as marketisation and the new public management, which are the fated outcomes of global economic pressures. But such pressures are not given as brute facts but constructed as different dilemmas from within various traditions. It suggests the policies a state adopts are not necessary responses to given pressures, but perceived solutions to one particular conception of these dilemmas. Also adopting a set of solutions is a contingent outcome of a political contest.

In Britain, New Labour constructed the dilemma of state-overload significantly differently from the New Right. These pressures do not have a given, inevitable content. They are identified, understood, and explained differently by people from within various traditions. New Labour has a different conception of the dilemmas facing the British state, it has devised a set of administrative reforms different to those promoted by the Thatcher government. The New Right's concern to roll back the state has been replaced by a concern to transform the state into an enabling partner. And the New Right's belief in markets and competition within the public sector has been supplemented by a broader emphasis on networks based on trust. 

To explore the ideas of the Socialist tradition, we have to explore their historical roots and see how they have mutated over the years; to explore ideas and their influence means we must analyse the contested processes by which ideas such as joined-up governance come to prominence. There is no ineluctable, inevitable process behind the new patterns; no abstract model of natural selection about capital mobility and competition between states. We need to highlight the political contests, including the use of coercion, that surround choosing and implementing policy. This shift of concern and emphasis would alter the research agenda, replacing the straightforward New Right assumption of convergence between states with a recognition of the possibility of continuing diversity. New Right writers typically understate variations in governance because they see them as less important than the shared characteristics imposed by global economic forces. This approach asks whether similar diversity does not appear in the aims, methods and outputs. Are the public sectors of different states becoming more and more similar, or are they becoming more similar in some respects but more diverse in others, or are they even becoming more diverse? However, there is danger in this stress on diversity. I do not wish to imply there is an open market in ideas. Obviously, some ideas and the traditions of which they are a part can be dominant. They can seem immutable and unchanging. So we must also ask if there are dominant traditions. Unpacking the notion of traditions and their associated practices in several countries should not blind us to the use of force at whatever level (local, national and international), whether overt or sedimented in institutional practices. 

5. Conclusions
Public Administration is commonly seen as an applied social science with a reformist strand. The practice of public administration was criticised 'by reference to what may be crudely called "common sense"' (Mackenzie, 1975, p. 9). The Fabians, with their belief in administrative engineering, epitomise this 'social critic' part of the British tradition (Rhodes, 1979, p. 70). Dunleavy (1982: 215) describes it as ‘an area of study which is quite largely “applied” and closely linked with practical problems and practised solutions’. This orientation is too constraining and my final remarks aim to show that an anti-foundational or decentered approach can produce a different and challenging research agenda. I do so under two headings: chaos and ethnography.
Chaos

As White (1978: 49) argues, 'the burden of the historian' is the 'moral charge to free men from the burden of history'. So:

insofar as historical events and processes become understandable, as conservatives maintain, or explainable, as radicals believe them to be, they can never serve as the basis for a visionary politics ... concerned to endow social life with meaning'. 

White emphasises the nihilism of history, the endless search for meaning which continues to eludes us as certainly as human aspiration drives us to construct shards of meaning from differentiation, discontinuity and disaster. So, the historian should abjure imposing order where there is none and focus on 'the notion of the historical sublime' because human dignity and freedom emerge out of our reaction against the meaninglessness of history; we are transmuted into something higher, nobler, or more excellent (see also Berman 1982). 

Such grand sentiments may seem out of place in a paper on British Public Administration but they point to a distinct advantage of a decentered approach. It poses the question of how do individuals make sense of, make and remake the institutions and processes which they inherit. A decentered account implies a micro-analysis but does not imply necessarily a bottom-up approach. Equally, it does not privilege the ‘myths’ of elites about how government works but it treats the beliefs of practitioners as one narrative among many. Because the analysis is not restricted to any one category of actor, we need to include the street-level bureaucrats, who can make and remake policy; services users, whose experiences can differ markedly from the expectations of the service provider; as well as the beliefs and actions of the political and managerial elite who seek to steer other actors in the network. 

As important, if we stop privileging elite accounts and definitions of ‘problems’, then the task will not be to create order, to explain continuity, to help governments show they are in control. Rather, the emphasis will fall on the complexities, ambiguities and confusions of institutional differentiation; the discontinuities induced by interrelated unintended consequences; and understanding policy disasters. The order of an anti-foundational Stimmung is an 'order' of differentiation, discontinuity and disasters. The summary term chaos does not overstate the point. Rather, it challenges students of Public Administration to understand institutions and their reform from the standpoint of those affected and excluded. For example, there are no accounts of how NPM affects individual middle-level managers or employees. Also, we have new ‘tribes’; vocal minorities with a predilection for direct action over representation in 'normal politics'. The new tribes include the environmentalists, the anti-roads lobby, the anti-smoking campaign, the campaign against blood sports, and the claims of religious and racial minorities. We have fetishised economy, efficiency and management over the past ten years. Politics and Public Administration have been reduced to managerial and institutional fixes. We have marginalised the new tribes. They are outside 'normal’ political and administrative processess, possibly from choice but definitely by exclusion; they are today's ‘unauthorised identities’. Their challenge raises questions about sustaining the legitimacy of government. 

Ethnography

An ethnographic approach: studies individual behaviour in everyday contexts; gathers data from many sources; adopts an 'unstructured' approach (that is, data is not collected to a preconceived plan); focuses on one group or locale; and, in analysing the data, stresses the 'interpretation of the meanings and functions of human action' (paraphrased from Hammersley 1990: 1-2. See also the 'grounded theory' of Glaser and Strauss 1967; and Geertz 1973 on ‘thick descriptions’). The approach is directly relevant to the decentered study of public administration (see for example, Colville, Dalton and Tomkins 1993; Heclo and Wildavsky 1974; McPherson and Raab 1988: chapter 3). 

Decentered ethnographic studies will build a multifaceted picture of how the several actors understand their world. There is no expectation there will be the one ‘true’ account. The researcher constructs and compares stories about how other people understand what they are doing in their, for the sake of argument, public institutions. The task is to write ‘constructions of other people’s constructions of what they are up to’ (Geertz 1973: 9) whether they be minister, permanent secretary, social worker or clerk. Ethnography provides the tools. 

The focus on disasters and on the excluded is rare in British Public Administration. The nearest we get to adopting the standpoint of citizens is when we look at consultation and such managerial initiatives as the Citizen’s Charter. Almost by reflex  we approach the subject from the standpoint of the administrative elite. It is almost as if we seek to be ersatz permanent secretaries or chief executives. I have no wish to stop anyone dealing with practical problems or producing practised solutions. But this concern cannot define the subject. The subject needs more critical detachment; a scrutiny of core values and assumptions. The challenge is to create a reflexive Public Administration which takes heed of the anti-foundational, methodological critique and focuses on critical debates about the exercise of state power and its effects on all public employees and citizens (including the excluded). 

Important changes have taken place and are taking place in British government. The shift from government to governance may not introduce the postmodern era but it is impossible to refuse the invitation to ponder the direction and pace of change at the start of the twenty-first century. Mainstream Public Administration may lack direction, and it was a bystander to the new public management revolution. It does not need to adopt an anti-foundational epistemology to confront and interpret the changes. But there is a need for a reflexive Public Administration which confronts its own practices, traditions and narratives; eschews its fascination with administrative elites; and seeks to understand how citizens, users, employees and elites construct their administrative worlds. 
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Notes
� I employ the convention of capitals to refer to the subject - Public Administration - and lower case to refer to the activity - public administration. I cover the period 1979-1999. I have chosen this period because the ‘conventional wisdom’ sees the advent of the Conservative government in 1979 as heralding a period of major change for public administration. The chapter explores the consequences for Public Administration of these changes in public administration. For an account of the changes see Rhodes 1997a: chapter 5; and 2000c.


� Perhaps the besetting sin of Public Administration the world over is its parochialism and British Public Administration is only a partial exception, although it carries far more international articles (defined either by author’s country of origin or the country under study) than its American counterpart, Public Administration Review (see Rhodes 1995). On the distinctive characteristics of Public Administration in Britain and continental Europe see Kickert et al 1996.


� Public Administration was ranked second in the Political Studies Association of the United Kingdom’s list of the Top 100 journals (The BISA & PSA Directory 1999: 181).


� This section updates my earlier descriptions and analyses of trends in Public Administration. See Rhodes 1979, 1991, 1995, 1996 and Rhodes and Dargie 1996. See also: Hood 1990, 1995 and 1999; and Pollitt 1993 and 1996. I also draw on my work with Mark Bevir and I must acknowledge his contribution to the anti-foundational analysis of British government.


� Applicants nominate their main discipline on the grant application form and it is used to classify awards. This table is drawn from the applications describing their main field as ‘Political Science and Public Administration’. It excludes all political science topics and all awards to run seminars and workshops. It covers completed projects only. Several Whitehall grants will not finish until 1999. It does not cover all projects awarded under the Local Governance and Whitehall Programmes because several principal investigator named geography, history, law, management or sociology as their disciplinary field. All programmes are inter-disciplinary.


� On the Local Governance Programme see Stoker 1999b. On the Whitehall Programme, see Rhodes 2000a for further details, a list of publications and contact names and addresses; and Rhodes 2000b for summaries of the key findings. 


� On earlier periods see: Rhodes 1997a: chapter 8 and citations; and Hood 1990 and 1999. 


� The extent to which NPM affected Public Administration is a matter debate. For example, Greenwood and Robbins 1999 argue that, on undergraduate degrees, there has been a shift in the curriculum from Public Administration to public management and the subject has been relocated away from social science departments to business schools. However, Boyne 1996: 692 suggests ‘the depth of the crisis appears to have been overestimated’ and disputes there has been any significant relocation but much endogenous growth in the business schools. Such territorial disputes matter less than the brute ‘fact’ that the world changed on Public Administration and so it too had to change. 


� For a review see Rhodes 1999b and section 4 below. On its practical implications see Perri 6 et al 1999; Stoker 1999a; and Wilkinson and Appelbee 1999. 


� I focus on devolution because these changes are already in place but there are several other major constitutional changes on the way which could also have a significant impact on public administration and its study. The main examples are incorporation of the European Convention on Human Rights; and a freedom of information act. See Hazel 1999 for a broad survey of constitutional reform over the next few years.


� This approach is not relativist but I do not have the space to develop the argument. See: Bevir 1999a: chapter 3; and Rhodes 1997a: chapter 9.  


� For an historical and philosophical defence of this choice of concepts compared to other anti-foundationalists see Bevir 1997 and 1999b. 


� This section draws on Bevir 2000; Bevir and Rhodes 2000; and Rhodes 2000c.


� Of course I recognise that some of these ideas are rhetorical flourishes with few if any substantive policy effects. Also in the space available I cannot trace the origins, development and uses of the several idea associated with New Labour. I accept that ‘stakeholding’ has become less prominent and had few policy consequences. I would simply emphasise that my approach focuses on the formation and handing down of ideas, leaving the question of their effects for whom open to inquiry. Also, the idea of networks (and joined-up government) is not only an example of Third Way rhetoric but it also had substantive policy effects (see Rhodes 2000c). 
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